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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES 

February  2, 1954 

Mr.  Watts  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 


To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act,  approved 


July  11,  1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 

J  -  -  ■  «  '  ‘  ‘  .  /  ■  :  *  /*.*  j. 

and  for  other  purposes. 


1 


* 


2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

4  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 

lil  !  >  / . 

5  Stat.  355),  and  all  laws  amendatory  thereof  and  supple- 

h  !>iic  Ann-.;-  .  ,  Aj  ':■>  :,:i  '  :  .  '.JA  :  11 

6  mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

7  priated  the  sum  of  $650,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

8  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

'  .  i 

9  June  30,  1957.  The  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for 


o_ 


2 


1  each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 

2  follows : 

3  (1)  $292,500,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

4  primary  highway  system; 

5  (2)  $195,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

6  secondary  highway  system;  and 

7  (3)  $162,500,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

8  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

9  (b)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction, 

10  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 

11  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate 

12  Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

13  section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved 
December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) ,  there  is  hereby  author- 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $150,000,000 

1D  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  addi- 
^  tional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957.  The 
xo  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  provided  for 
by  funds  made  available  and  apportioned  each  year  to  each 

■* '  '  t  '  *  .  I  M  *  m)‘j  /  0*j  {  '  t  .  \  ■  I  i  j  |  /  V'i  »  *1 4  3  •  / '  :  *  l !  T* 

State  for  the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways  shall 
not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  construction  and  of 

op 

rights-of-way  in  connection  with  such  project. 

23  • 

(c)  The  sums  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 

24 

of  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year,  respectively,  shall  be 

‘•i  »  ■  ,  o 

25 

apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
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provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

(d)  Upon  the  request  of  the  highway  department  of  a 
State,  any  one  or  more  of  the  amounts  authorized  by  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  and  apportioned  to  such 
State  in  any  year  for  expenditure  on  any  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system, 
or  the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways,  as  provided 
for  by  this  section,  may  be  increased  by  not  to  exceed  20 
per  centum  through  transfer  of  funds  from  any  one  or  more  of 
the  other  amounts  so  authorized  by  such  subsection  (a)  and 
(b)  and  apportioned  to  such  State  in  such  year,  if  the  State 
highway  department  has  certified  that  such  transfer  of  funds 
would  be  in  the  public  interest  and  the  Secretarv  of  Com¬ 
merce  has  approved  such  transfer. 

(e)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  a  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
such  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse.  Such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  such  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered 
by  formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public 


4 


1  Eoads  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided 

2  bv  this  Act. 

%/ 

3  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

4  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 

5  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 

6  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $24,- 

7  000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 

8  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  (2) 

9  for  forest-development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $24,000,- 

10  000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 

11  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided, 

12  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon- 

13  struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 

14  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 

15  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 

16  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 

r* 

17  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 

18  or  reconstruction:  And  provided  further,  That  the  appro- 

19  priation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  ap- 

20  portioned  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  expendi- 

21  ture  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in 

22  accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
22  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

2d  Sec.  3.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im- 
25  provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  exclusive 
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of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other 
areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including 
areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 
monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) , 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $11,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$11,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956. 
and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928 
(45  Stat.  750) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $11,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957:  Provided ,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  ap- 
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proved  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  before  any 
expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall 
be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Eoads. 

Sec.  4.  There  is  hereby  authorized  an  emergency  fund 
in  the  amount  of  $11,000,000  for  expenditure  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Eoads,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Pederal-Aid  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  after  receipt  of  an  application  therefor  from  the 
highway  department  of  any  State,  in  the  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  highways  and  bridges  on  the  Pederal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  dam¬ 
age  as  the  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by 
floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms, 
landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United 
States.  The  appropriation  of  such  moneys  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  initial  establishment  of  this  fund  and  for  its 
replenishment  on  an  annual  basis  is  hereby  authorized : 
Provided,  That,  pending  the  appropriation  of  said  sum,  or  its 
replenishment,  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  may 
expend,  from  existing  Pederal-aid  highway  appropriations, 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  immediate  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  the  work  herein  authorized,  such  appropriations  to 
be  reimbursed  from  the  appropriation  herein  authorized 
when  made:  Provided  farther,  That  no  expenditures  shall 
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be  made  hereunder  with  respect  to  any  such  catastrophe  in 
any  State  unless  an  emergency  lias  been  declared  by  the 
Governor  of  such  State,  and  concurred  in  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Eoads:  And  provided  further,  That  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost 
thereof,  except  that  on  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
Highways  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  the  cost. 

Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64 
Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  lie  appropriated 
for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance 
of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public 
lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reserva¬ 
tions,  the  sum  of  $2,750,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Sec.  6.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to 
cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safet}r  on 
the  streets  and  highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$200,000  shall  be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section. 

Sec.  7.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  6  of  the  Defense  Highway  Act  of  1941  (55  Stat. 
765),  as  amended,  and  section  12  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  as  amended,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
$50,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided , 
That  whenever  any  project  for  the  construction  or  improve¬ 
ment  of  a  circumferential  highway  around  a  city  or  of  a  radial 
intracity  route  thereto  submitted  by  any  State,  is  certified 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  such  other  official  as  the 
President  may  designate,  as  being  important  for  civilian  or 
military  defense,  such  project  may  be  constructed  under  the 
authorization  in  this  section  and  in  accordance  with  the  con¬ 
ditions  contained  therein:  And  provided  further,  That  with 
respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a 
timber  access  road  under  the  authority  contained  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  advisory  public  hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place 
convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  in¬ 
terested  persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability 
and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction. 

Sec.  8.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
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Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952,  not  inconsistent  with 
this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  9.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  10.  All  laws  or  parts  of  laws  in  any  way  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed, 
and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  11.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  9, 1954 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Eederal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Eederal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  hears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  bv  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-Aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  determined  in  the  same  manner  as  now 
provided  by  law  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem  :  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
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1  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December  31,  1954;  and  the  Sec- 

2  retary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 

3  authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

4  1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 

5  of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December 

6  31,  1955. 

7  (b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro- 

8  visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 

9  that  State  for  six  months  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for 

10  which  such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided,  That  such  funds 

11  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  in  such 

12  amounts,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 

13  shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually  incurred 

14  contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  performance  of 

15  specific  projects. 

16  (c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 

17  provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 

18  period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  imder 

19  the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  re- 

20  apportioned  within  sixty  days  thereafter  to  all  the  States 

21  on  the  same  basis  as  if  it  were  being  apportioned  under  this 

22  section  for  the  first  time. 

23  Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

24  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 

H.  R.  7818 - 2 
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1  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 

2  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 

3  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 

4  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Pro- 

5  vided,  That  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  unobligated  on 

6  June  30,  1955,  shall  be  canceled  as  of  June  30,  1955; 

7  and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 

8  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 

9  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 

10  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon- 

11  struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 

12  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 

13  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 

14  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 

15  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasiblitiy  of  such  construction 

16  or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
If  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned 
16  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  sev- 

19  eral  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 

20  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Pederal-Aid  Highway  Act 

21  of  1950. 

22  Sec.  4.  (a)  Por  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 

20  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 

21  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad- 
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ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments, 
and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided ,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi- 
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tiires  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat. 
158),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 
authorized,  such  sums  not  in  excess  of  $4,000,000,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  as  are  necessary  to  complete -the 
United  States  obligation,  under  the  applicable  agreement  with 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  survey  and 
construction  work  authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  6.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  coop¬ 
eration  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction 

t 

of  the  Inter- American  Highway”  approved  December  26, 
1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7, 

A 

1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there,  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum .  of  $8,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for ‘the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the 
Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
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America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of 
Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua, 
and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid 
Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended 
without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such 
sums  may  be  expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the  cost  of  constructing 
said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be  beyond 
their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  7.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  8.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  9.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  12, 1954 

Mr.  Angell  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 

r 


2 


1  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 

2  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

3  (a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri- 

4  mary  highway  system. 

5  (b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec- 

6  ondary  highway  system. 

7  (c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

8  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 

9  on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 

10  within  urban  areas. 

11  The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 

12  respectively,  shall  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States 

13  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 

14  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  High- 

15  way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 

16  838). 

17  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi- 

18  sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 

19  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 

20  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 

21  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 

22  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 

23  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 

24  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 

25  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 
of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  be  deemed  to  have  discharged  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  the  plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  secondary  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and 
approval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  approved  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  of  the  respective  States  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category:  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each 
State  under  subparagraphs  (a),  (b) ,  or  (c)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  sub¬ 
paragraph  to  the  apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  sub- 
paragraphs  :  Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested 
by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest :  Provided 
further,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by  more 
than  25  per  centum:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph  (b) 
of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  wrhich  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal- Aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  determined  in  the  same  manner  as  now 
provided  by  law  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem  :  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
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per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December  31,  1954;  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December 
31,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  six  months  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided ,  That  such  funds 
for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  in  such 
amounts,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually  incurred 
contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  performance  of 
specific  projects. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  re¬ 
apportioned  within  sixty  days  thereafter  to  all  the  States 
on  the  same  basis  as  if  it  were  being  apportioned  under  this 
section  for  the  first  time. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 


H.  R.  7841 


■2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


6 


as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  unobligated  on 
June  30,  1955,  shall  be  canceled  as  of  June  30,  1955; 
and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasiblitiy  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  sev¬ 
eral  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 
provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad- 
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ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments, 
and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi- 
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tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  5  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat. 
158),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 
authorized,  such  sums  not  in  excess  of  $4,000,000,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  as  are  necessary  to  complete  the 
United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  with 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  survey  and 
construction  work  authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  6.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  coop¬ 
eration  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction 
of  the  Inter- American  Highway”  approved  December  26, 
1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7, 
1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the 
Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
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America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of 
Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua, 
and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid 
Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended 
without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such 
sums  may  be  expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the  cost  of  constructing 
said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be  beyond 
their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  7.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950* 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  8.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  9.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
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with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  in  a  study 
of  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  im¬ 
provements  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of 
existing  relationships  between  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the 
various  State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the 
end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  April  1,  1955. 

Sec.  11.  Section  8  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “grade  crossing 
eliminations”  the  words  “or  toll  roads”. 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  2982 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  19  (legislative  day,  February  8),  1954 

Mr.  Martin  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Hoad  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355)  ,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Hoad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 
on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 
respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law-  and  in  accordance  with 
the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 
838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 
fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 
of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  be  deemed  to  have  discharged  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  the  plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  secondary  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and 
approval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  approved  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  of  the  respective  States  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category:  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each 
State  under  subparagraphs  (a) ,  (b) ,  or  (c)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  sub- 
paragraph  to  the  apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  sub- 
paragraphs:  Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested 
by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest :  Provided 
further,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by  more 
than  25  per  centum:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph  (b) 
of  section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  determined  in  the  same  manner  as  now 
provided  by  law  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
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per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December  31,  1954;  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December 
31,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  six  months  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  sums  are  authorized :  Provided,  That  such  funds 
for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  in  such 
amounts,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually  incurred 
contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  performance  of 
specific  projects. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  re¬ 
apportioned  within  sixty  days  thereafter  to  all  the  States 
on  the  same  basis  as  if  it  were  being  apportioned  under  this 
section  for  the  first  time. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
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as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  anv  sums  heretofore  authorized  unobligated  on 
June  30,  1955,  shall  he  canceled  as  of  June  30,  1955; 
and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  he  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  sev¬ 
eral  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Eico  in  accordance  with  the 
provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
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authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments, 
and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
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Sec.  5.  For  tlie  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat. 
158),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 
authorized,  such  sums  not  in  excess  of  $4,000,000,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  as  are  necessary  to  complete  the 
United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  with 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  survey  and 
construction  work  authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  6.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  coop¬ 
eration  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction 
of  the  Inter- American  Highway”  approved  December  26, 
1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7, 

t 

1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the 
Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of 
Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua, 
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and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid 
Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  ex¬ 
pended  without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which 
such  sums  may  be  expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the  cost  of  constructing 
said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be  beyond 
their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  7.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  8.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumtances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  9.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 
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Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  in  a  study 
of  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  im¬ 
provements  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of 
existing  relationships  between  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review^  of  the 
various  State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the 
end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  April  1,  1955. 

Sec.  11.  Section  8  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “grade  crossing 
eliminations”  the  words  “or  toll  roads”. 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  8023 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  23, 1954 

Mr.  George  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 
on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 
respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 
the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 
838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 
fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  See- 
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retary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 
of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  he  deemed  to  have  discharged  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  the  plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  secondary  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and 
approval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  approved  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  of  the  respective  States  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category:  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each 
State  under  subparagraphs  (a),  (h) ,  or  (c)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  sub- 
paragraph  to  the  apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  sub- 
paragraphs  :  Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested 
by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest :  Provided 
further,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by  more 
than  25  per  centum:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shah  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph  (b) 
of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  determined  in  the  same  manner  as  now 
provided  by  law  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
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per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December  31,  1954;  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  December 
31,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  one  year  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided ,  That  such  funds 
for  any  fiscal  }^ear  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  in  such 
amounts,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually  incurred 
contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  performance  of 
specific  projects. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  re¬ 
apportioned  within  sixty  days  thereafter  to  all  the  States 
on  the  same  basis  as  if  it  were  being  apportioned  under  this 
section  for  the  first  time. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
H.  K.  8023 - 2 
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4  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 

2  to  be  appropriated  ( 1 )  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 

3  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 

4  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Pro- 

5  vided,  That  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  and  unobligated 
g  on  June  30,  1955,  shall  be  canceled  as  of  June  30,  1955; 
7  and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
3  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 
9  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 

40  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon- 
44  struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 

42  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 

43  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 

14  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 

15  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 

16  or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 

17  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned 

18  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  sev- 

19  eral  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 

20  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 

21  of  1950.  •• 

22  Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 

23  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 

24  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad- 
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ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments, 
and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided ,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi- 
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1  tiires  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 

2  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

3  Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

4  section  5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat. 

5  158),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

6  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 

7  authorized,  such  sums  not  in  excess  of  $4,000,000,  to  be 

8  available  until  expended,  as  are  necessary  to  complete  the 

9  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  with 

10  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  survey  and 

11  construction  work  authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be 

12  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

13  ,Sec.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  coop- 
eration  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction 

1D  of  the  Inter-American  Highway”  approved  December  26, 
^  1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7, 
^  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 

^  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State  in  addition  to  the 

21 

sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the 

22 

fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 

23 

fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  ex- 

24 

pended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the 

OK 

Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
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America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of 
Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua, 
and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid 
Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended 
without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such 
sums  may  be  expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the  cost  of  constructing 
said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be  beyond 
their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  7.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  8.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  9.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
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with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  in  a  study 
of  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  im¬ 
provements  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of 
existing  relationships  between  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the 
various  State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the 
end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  April  1,  1955. 

Sec.  11.  Section  8  of  the  Pederal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “grade  crossing 
eliminations”  the  words  “or  toll  roads”. 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  Mexican  Usarm  labor  bil£.  House  committee  reported  bill 
to  increase  CCC  borrowing  power.  House  committee  voted  to  report  road  authorizations 
bill.  House  received  report  of  Joint Aonmit tee  on  Economic  Report,  recommending 
postponement  ol  .flexible  price  support  eV  Seagate  passed  bill  to  continue  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Ready  i\r  President.  Sen.  .;iley  spoke  favoring  90% 
dairy  price  supports  and  opposing  imports^rof  surplus  commodities#  Sen,  Hill  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  bill  to  use  surplus Vommoaities  for  unemployed.  Sen.  Humphrey 
introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  require  ACA  payments  for  diverted  acreage.  Reps. 
Andersen  and  Horan  introduced,  and  Rep.  Andersen  discussed,  bills  to  authorize  CGG 
to  pay  transportation  of  donated  surplus  commodities.  Sen.  Clements  introduced  and 
\discussed  bill  to  increase  penaltv/on  excess  tobacco. 


HOUSE 

1#  FAR.  LIBOR.  Began  debate  on  H#  J#  Res*  355,  to  continue  the  Nexican  farm  labor 
program  in  the  absenc^of  an  agreement  with  Hexic\  (pp.  2302-13). 

2.  CO' '  0DITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION.  The  Banking  and  CurreiScy  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  H.  R,  7^39,  to  increase  the  borrowing  powers,  of  CCC  from 
■„>6, 750, 000, 000  yf  ,/o,  500,000,000.  The  amendment  strikes  out  the  effective  date 
of  July  1,  19 5/,  arid  makes  the  bill  effective  upon  enactment.  S#  2714,  a  com¬ 
panion  bill,  ^as  been  reported  in  the  Senate.  (H.  Rept.\l253.)  (pp.2313,D209» ) 

3.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R#  0127,  which  includes  appropriation  authorizations  for 
forest  highways  and  forest  roads  and  trails  (p.  D210).  This  is  a  revision  of 


H.  R#  7818. 


LUC  REPORT.  Received  the  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  th 
ort,  which  was  submitted  by  the  Committee  on  Feb#  2$  after  ad  j 
ouse  (H#  Rept.  1256) (p.  2313)*  The  committee  report  recommends 
of  flexible  nrice  supports. 


Economic 
ranent  of  the 
tponement 
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50  INSECT  CONTROL.  Rep.  Willis  recommended  '‘an  adequate  svreetpotato  re  evil-consol 
program  and  a  continuation  of  the  pink— b  olli ,'om  control  project"  (pp*  229AA5) . 

6,  PERSONNEL-,  Rep0  Crosser  spoke  in  favor  of  a  Federal-employees  pay  rais^/ (p, 
2295) 

7a  FOREIGN  3?$ADE.  Repc  Tollefson  requested  tariff  increases  for  nuts,  flowers,  and 
ether  commodities  (p«  2293 )o 

8,  BANKING  AITD  CURRENCY.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  t^e  - report  of  the 
National  Advisory  Council  on  International  Nonetary  and  Financial  Problems;  to 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  and  Senate  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  (H 
Doc o  333) (ppo  225^,  2291)o 

SENA1] 

9o  H'lTERGOVERUIEl'ITAL  RELAT^OI'S '  Passed  without  amendment/] I o  R~  8069,  to  continue 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  from  her 9  1.  1954,  to  liar©  1, 

1955  (p*  2276)0  This  biJ^  will  now  be  sent  to  the/President, 

10 o  PRICE  SUPPORTS.)  Sen,  Wiley Nspoke  favoring  90/o-of -parity  price  supports  for 
dairy  products  and  opposing  \mports  of  "any  c/mmodity0  ,  .of  which  tte  have  a 
surplus  in  this  country"  (pp ,6.2272-5) 

Sen,  Danger  inserted  a  constituent *s  Yetter  criticizing  the  adrinistra- 
‘ .  tion’s  price-support  program,  ehlSo  (p0  22/1)  0 

i  '  *  \  g 

11,  FAR1'  LOANS.  Sen.  Danger  inserted  a  \Jon/artisan  league  resolution  favoring 

additional  FHA  appropriations  in  N#  j^Qc©  and  requesting  that  the  State  be 

declared  a  disaster  area  (p0  2260), 

•  \ 

12.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen,  Danger  inserted  arXlnternational  Brotherhood  of  Electri¬ 

cal  Workers 8  local  telegram,  statang  that  the  Interior  Department's  proposed 
power  policy  "means  almost  cer/ain  destruction  and  bankruptcy  to  REA  coopera¬ 
tives"  (pc  2261) a  /  \ 


«TT 


LIS  INTRODUCED 


0 

13  a  SURPLUS  C0!U  EDIT  IE  S  *,  0/ 3044,  by  Sen.  Hill  (for  ^SUnself  and  others),  to  pro¬ 

vide  adequate  diets  for  the  unemployed  and  their  families  in  distress  areas  of 
unemployment;  to  Agr/fcult.ure  and  Forestry  Committee  2262),  Remarks  of 
author  (p  o  2263 ) o 

34-.  ACREAGE  ALLOT  I ENT/1  S.  3049,  by  Sen,  Humphrey,  to  require\ACP  payments  for 

acreage  diverted  from  crop  production  by  acreage  allotment sT” to  Agricult  ure  and 
Forestry  Committee  (p,  2262),  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  2267*  ‘ 

15  0  TOBACCO  NARKZuTIKG©  So  3050,  by  Sen.  Clements  (for  hiss  elf'  and  'Others),  to  in¬ 
crease  tin/ penalty  rate  on  tobacco  marketed  in  excess  of  acreageVallotments 
from  40 ypercent  of  the  previous  year* s  average  price  to • 50  percent  of  the 
previous  year's  average  price;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p. 

2262)/  Remarks  of  author  (p.  2268), 


16 e  SURPLUS  CO  7.0DITIES.  H0  R*  8117,  by  Rep0  Andersen,  and  H.  R.  8118,  by  R* 
H/ran,  to  authorize  CGC  to  pay  transportation  costs  in  connection  with  d$ 
bf  surplus  commodities;  to.  Agriculture  Ccjamittee  (p,  2313).  Remarks  of 
author  ( pp  c  229 1-2 ) . 
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RECLAMATION*  H6  R.  8121,  by  Rep.  Engle,  to  amend  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  8127 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  1, 1954 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

2  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 


9  1957. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(h)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 
on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 
respectively,  shall  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 
the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 
838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 

the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 

> 

fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec- 
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rotary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 
of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 
commerce  may  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 
plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction  of  such  secondary 
road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and  approval  of  a  certified 
statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth 
that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are 
in  accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respective 
States  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved  by 
him:  Provided  further,  That  not  more  than  25  per  centum 
of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  State  under  subpara¬ 
graphs  (a),  (b),or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred 
from  the  apportionment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the 
apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  subparagraphs: 
Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested  by  the 
State  highwa}^  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by 
more  than  25  per  centum:  Provided  further,  that  the  trans¬ 
fers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same 
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basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  any  prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed 
to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  the  last  proviso 
to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas, 
designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal- Aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
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That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  40  per  centum  of 
such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  unre¬ 
served  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual 
and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  ap¬ 
portion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30,  1954;  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September 
30,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which 

H.  K.  8127 - 2 
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such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  he 
deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218) , 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  he  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 : 
Provided,  That  the  authorization  in  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is  hereby  canceled;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $22,500,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
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opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds 
available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also 
be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:  Provided  further, 
That  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) , 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  Any  unappropriated  balance  of  the  sums  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sections  5  and  6  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158),  for 
the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua  and  the  Inter- American  High¬ 
way,  respectively,  for  the  fiscal  years  1953  and  1954,  shall 
continue  to  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  purposes 
for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  1956. 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
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Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  7.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  8.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and 
this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruction  of 
public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  improvements 
authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things,  such  a  study 
shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing 
relationships  between  the  State  highway  departments  and 
affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various 
State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the  end 
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that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Sec.  10.  The  term  “highway”,  as  defined  in  section  2 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  “tunnels”. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as 
a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions 
through  urban  areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system,  pro¬ 
vided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  exten¬ 
sions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate 
planning  and  coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  River  Road 
and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley 
from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  general  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of  July  11, 
1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the 
Congress  November  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Com¬ 
merce  arid  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24,  1949 
(Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
from  general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000; 
the  amount  expended  under  this  section  shall  be  apportioned 
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1  among  the  ten  States  bordering  the  Mississippi  River  in  pro- 

2  portion  to  the  amoimt  allocated  by  these  respective  States  for 

3  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections  of  this 

4  highway  project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 

5  in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  there- 

6  with. 

7  Sec.  13.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 

8  Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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Consent  Calendar:  The  following  bills  were  passed  on 
the  calbof  the  Consent  Calendar: 

Cleaned  for  President: 

Land  conveyance:  S.  1160,  conveyance  of  certain  land 
to  the  city  of  Tucson,  Ariz. 

Sent  to  thh  Senate  without  amendment: 

Hawaii:  H.  KV  2848,  to  place  the  wharves  and  land¬ 
ings  constructed  orcontrolled  by  the  Republic  of  Hawaii 
completely  under  tns  Territorial  government. 

Aeronautics:  H.  R.  5627,  increasing  limitation  on  the 
total  sums  expended  annually  for  graduate  study  for 
professional  personnel  of  \{ie  National  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Aeronautics. 

Aeronautics:  H.  R.  7541,  tcKpromote  the  national  de¬ 
fense  by  including  a  representative  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  as  a  member  of  the  NACA. 

Sent  to  the  Senate,  amended: 

T hailand  citizens:  S.  J.  Res.  34,  to  permit  two  citizens 
of  the  Kingdom  of  Thailand  to  receiVe  instruction  at 
the  U.  S.  Military  Academy. 

Land  conveyance:  H.  R.  232,  to  provide'.for  the  con¬ 
veyance  to  the  State  of  Indiana  of  certain  surplus  real 
property  situated  in  Marion  County,  Ind. 

Retired-pay  chec\age:  H.  R.  1433,  to  prevent  retroac¬ 
tive  checkage  of  retired  pay  in  cases  of  certain  enlisted 
men. 

Alas\a:  H.  R.  1570,  to  permit  the  Territory  of  Alas 
to  lease  for  55  years  (now  10  years)  public  lands  reserved 
for  educational  purposes. 

Alaska:  H.  R.  2683,  to  extend  authority  to  the  Secre- ' 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  provide  public  works  and  enter 
into  agreements  with  applicants  under  the  Alaska  Public 
Works  Act  of  1950. 

Indians:  H.  R.  3413,  to  grant  oil  and  gas  in  lands  on 
the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  Mont.,  to  individual 
Indians  in  certain  cases. 

Land  conveyance:  H.  R.  7402,  to  provide  .for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  to  the  city.df  St.  Joseph, 

Mich.  Pages  2298-2301 

Mexican  Agricultural  Workers:  Concluded  all  gen¬ 
eral  debate  on  H.  Res.  450,  the  rule  providing  2  hours  of 
debate  on  H.  J.  Res.  355,  relating  to  the  supplying  of 
agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  but 
adjourned  prior  to  completion  of  vote  on  its  adoption. 

Pages  2301-2313 

Program  for  Tuesday  ^Adjourned  at  2:43  p.  m.  until 
Tuesday,  March  2,  at  *2  o’clock  noon,  when  the  House 
will  call  the  Private  Calendar  and  continue  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  J.  R«.  355,  relating  to  the  supplying  of 
agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 


Committee  Meetings 


USS  "CONSTITUTION”  AND  "CONSTELLATION” 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  The  Johnson  subcom- 
mittepbegan  hearings  on  H.  R.  2316,  and  related  meas- 
ureN which  would  restore  and  maintain  the  USS  Con¬ 


stitution  and  dispose  of  the  USS  Constellation,  Hartford, 
Olympia,  and  Oregon.  Rear  Adm.  B.  E.  Manseau,  As¬ 
sistant  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ships,  endorsed  enactrtient 
of  the  proposal,  while  opposition  to  the  disposition  of 
some  of  the  ships  was  presented  by  Senators  Beall  and 
Butler,  of  Maryland;  and  Representatives  Friedel,  of 
Maryland;  Boykin,  of  Alabama;  and  Morano,  of  Con¬ 
necticut.  Various  interested  citizen  Witnesses  also 
opposed  H.  R.  2316.  Hearings  will  be  continued  tomor¬ 
row  morning. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITY  AWARD,  CANAL  ZONE 

Committee  on  Armed  Services '/  The  Subcommittee  on 
Defense  completed  a  hearing  today  regarding  the  award 
of  a  construction  contract  for  an  ordnance  facility  in 
Corozal,  C.  Z.  Meeting  with  the  subcommittee  were 
Maj.  Gen.  Samuel  D.  Sturgis,  Chief  of  Engineers 
(Army) ;  and  Brig.  Gen.  David  H.  Tulley,  head  of  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  the  Army  Engineers. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Voted  to  report 
H.  R.  7339,  to  increase  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corp.  from  $6,750,000,000  to  $8,500,000,- 
000.  The  bill  was  amended  to  take  effect  upon  its 
enactment  into  law,  as  against  the  original  effective  date 
of  July  1, 1954. 

D.  C.  BRIDGES 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia:  The  Kearns 
Subcommittee  on  Streets  and  Traffic  began  hearings  on 
two  proposals  regarding  bridge  construction.  The  bills 
under  .consideration  are  H.  R.  1980,  to  construct  a  bridge 
over  the.  Potomac  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Jones  Point, 
Va.;  and  H.  R.  6876,  to  construct  a  bridge  over  the  Po¬ 
tomac  River  and  Theodore  Roosevelt  Island  in  the 
vicinity  of  E  §treet.  Testimony  in  support  of  the  latter 
measure  was  furnished  by  Brig.  Gen.  Louis  W.  Prentiss, 
D.  C.’s  Engineer  Commissioner;  George  E.  Keneipp, 
D.  C.’s  Director  of  Vehicles  and  Traffic;  and  J.  N.  Rob¬ 
ertson,  D.  C.’s  Director  of  Highways,  who  was  accom¬ 
panied  by  the  following  members  of  that  department — 
S.  R.  Harrison,  Deputy  Director;  G.  I.  Sawyer,  D.  S. 
Brinkley,  and  G.  E.  Marple,  Hearings  will  be  continued 
tomorrow  morning  when  a  Virginia  State  highway 
official  is  scheduled  to  testify.  \ 

UNITED  NATIONS 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  The  Subcommittee  on 
International  Organizations  and  Movements  today 
heard  testimony  on  the  United  Nations  . and  specialized 
agencies  from  the  following  witnesses — Mrs.  Fay  Edgar, 
Daughters  of  the  American  Revolution;  Tfrs.  Austin 
P.  Evans,  American  Association  of  University,  Women; 
Mrs.  William  Leetch,  American  Coalition;  Col.  John 
H.  Coffman,  Defenders  of  the  American  Constitution, 
Inc.,  and  Mrs.  Zaio  Woodford  Schroeder,  GeneralTed- 
eration  of  Women’s  Clubs.  \ 
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PUBLIC  LANDS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  The 
D’EwarXsubcommittee  approved  the  following  bills  for 
reporting'to  the  full  committee— H.  R.  7110,  providing 
that  title  to  certain  school  lands  shall  vest  in  States  under 
act  of  1927  fiptwithstanding  any  Federal  leases  which 
may  be  outstanding  on  such  lands  at  the  time  they  were 
surveyed  (amended);  and  H.  R.  4690,  to  provide  for 
erection  of  appropriate  markers  in  national  cemeteries 
in  memory  of  Armedvporces  members  missing  in  action. 
H.  R.  518  and  2529,  similar  bills  to  H.  R.  4690,  were 
ordered  tabled.  Representative  Dawson  of  Utah,  author 
of  H.  R.  7110,  spoke  on  behalf  of  that  bill,  and  James 
A.  Lanigan,  Assistant  Chief,  Counsel,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  answered  questions  and  submitted  depart¬ 
mental  suggestions  for  amendments.  Representative 
LeCompte,  author  of  H.  R.  469O1 testified  in  favor  of 
that  bill.  Adjourned  subject  to  caiKof  the  Chair. 

HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION 

Committee  on  l  titer  state  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Or¬ 
dered  reported  to  the  House,  a  clean  bill,  which  will  be 
introduced  in  lieu  of  the  amended  version  oLH.  R.  7341, 
to  amend  the  hospital  construction  and  survey  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to  providesmatch- 
ing  grants  by  the  Federal  Government  to  State  programs 
for  the  construction  of  certain  facilities. 

VISAS— IMMIGRATION 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  1  ap¬ 
proved  the  following  bills  for  reporting  to  the  full  com-/ 
mittee — H.  R.  7475  (amended),  to  amend  the  Refuge^ 
Relief  Act  of  1953,  regarding  unused  allotments  of  cer- 
tian  visas;  H.  R.  8092,  to  facilitate  the  entry  of  Philippine 
traders;  and  H.  J.  Res.  455,  a  private  bill.  Also  o/lered 
adversely  reported  to  the  full  committee  H.  Ij/4514,  a 
private  immigration  bill. 

BANKRUPTCY 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  heard 
the  following  witnesses  on  H.  R.  5700,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  to  make  tax  lienfs  of  States  and  their 
subdivisions  valid  against  trustee/in  bankruptcy — Rep¬ 
resentative  Oakman,  author  of  the  bill ;  Alfred  Stolinski, 
assistant  corporation  counsel/ Detroit,  Mich.;  Arthur 
Iverson,  deputy  attorney  general  for  Michigan;  and 
George  H.  Deming,  director  of  technical  assistance, 
American  Municipal  Association. 

•MEDICAL  EDUCATION 

Committee  on  th&  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  also 
held  a  hearing  oft  H.  R.  7914  and  S.  1748,  bills  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  National  Fund  for  Medical  Education,  and 
heard  Representative  Poff,  author  of  H.  R.  7914;  Chase 
Mellen,  Jr/ executive  vice  president,  National  Fund  for 
Medical/Education;  Dr.  Louis  H.  Bauer,  president, 
American  Medical  Education  Foundation,  and  former 
president,  American  Medical  Association ;  and  Dr.  Stan- 
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ley  E.  Dorst,  president,  Association  of  American  Medic 
Colleges,  and  dean  of  the  University  of  Ciflcimgiti 
College  of  Medicine. 

MILITARY  SEA  TRANSPORTATION  SER^ 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries/ A  special 
subcommittee  resumed  its  executive  study  of  operations 
of  the  Military  Sea  Transportation  SeryZe.  Recessed 
until  Wednesday  afternoon. 

POSTAL  EMPLOYEE  SALARIES 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civ'u  Service:  The  follow¬ 
ing  Members  of  Congress  testifi/1  today  in  connection 
with  the  recent  proposal  by  the  Postmaster  General  to 
increase  salaries  of  about  400/00  postal  workers  through 
reclassification — Represent/ives  Addonizio,  Albert, 
Angell,  Aspinall,  Auchi/doss,  Battle,  Belcher,  Bennett 
of  Michigan,  Bentley,  Boykin,  Busbey,  Byrd,  Campbell, 
Carnahan,  Crosser, /Crumpacker,  Dingell,  Donohue, 
Edmondson,  Ellsworth,  Engle,  Fino,  Forand,  Fulton, 
Gordon,  Granah/i,  Heller,  Holtzman,  Howell,  Javits, 
King  of  Pennsylvania,  Lane,  Lovre,  Machrowicz,  Mack 
of  Washington,  Magnuson,  Miller  of  California,  Miller 
of  New  York,  O’Brien  of  Michigan,  Patman,  Perkins, 
Poff,  Rooney,  Sadlak,  Shafer,  Shelley,  Short,  Sullivan, 
Thompson  of  Louisiana,  Utt,  Van  Zandt,  Wilson  of 
California,  Yorty,  and  Zablocki. 

fatements  in  lieu  of  testimony  were  submitted  for 
tj*£  record  by  Representatives  Adair,  Blatnik,  Bolling, 
lyrne  of  Pennsylvania,  Curtis  of  Massachusetts,  Delaney, 
yDoyle,  Eberharter,  Fine,  Fogarty,  Frelinghuysen, 
riedel,  Hagen  of  California,  Hinshaw,  Hoffman  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Horan,  Kelley  of  Pennsylvania,  Keogh,  Kluczynski, 
McCormack,  Oakman,  O’Brien  of  Illinois,  Pillion,  Price, 
Rhode*  of  Arizona,  Scudder,  Sheehan,  Small,  Taylor, 
and  Yotrng. 

Hearings  will  be  continued  tomorrow  morning  when 
the  views  o^employee-organization  representatives  will 
be  received. 

ROADS  AND  HIGHWAYS 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s:  Ordered  reported  to  the 
House  H.  R.  8127,  authorizing  appropriations  to  con¬ 
tinue  construction  of  roads  and  highways.  This  bill 
was  introduced  today  by  Representative  McGregor,  and 
supersedes  the  amended  version  of  H.  R.  7818,  the 
original  bill  on  this  subject. 

~ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY 

Committee  on  Rules:  Announced  that  consideration  of 
a  rule  has  been  scheduled  for  WetlWsday  (10:30  a.  m.), 
on  S.  2150,  St.  Lawrence  seaway  development  project. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

SEMINOLE  INDIANS  OF  FLORIDA 

Joint  meeting:  Indian  Affairs  Subcommittees  qf  Senate 
and  House  Committees  on  Interior  and  InsularAffairs 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  State,  JuVtice,  Commerce/  appropriation  bill,  agreeing  to 
increase  for  forest  highways.  Rous e\eomple ted  oon. ressional  action  on  Mexican  farm 
labor  measure.  House  and  Senate  completed  congressional  action  on  2nd  supplemental 
appropriation  bill.  House  committees  bill  to  reduce  excise  taxes  and  road 

authorization  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  wool  price  supports  bill.  Rep.  Cooley 
introduced  bill  to  improve  marketing  facilities  for  perishables.  Rep.  Poage  spoke  in 

criticized  reduction  in  dairy  price  sup- 
secretaiy  submitted  misleading  figures  on 


Hump] 


favor  of  90%  price  supports.  Sen. 
ports.  Sens.  Dllender  and  Humphrey  cl« 

price-support  costs j  Sen.  Aiken  defended  Secretary  on  this.  Sen.  Gillette  inserted 

and  discussed  correspondence  with  US£A  and  othe^  agencies  on  distributing  surplus 

food  to  aged  and  needy.  /  TT/vrT„„ 

hUUoA 

1.  APPROPRIATIOrS.  GontinueS  debate  on  H.  R.  8^67,  the  State,  Justice,  Commerce 

appropriation  bill  for  1755  (pp.  2538-64) •  Agreed  to  can  amendment  by  Rep.  Coon 
to  increase  by  ,,5,000^000  the  amount  for  forest  r^hways,  (pp.  2538-43 )•  Agreed 
to  an  amendment  by  Rey,  Sullivan  to  provide  .,10,00^/311511  be  used  to  "renew  the 
compilation  of  statistics  on  stocks  of  coffee  on  hand"  (ppc  2543-4)* 

2.  FARM  LABOR.  Concunred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  J. \Res.  355,  to  continue 

the  Mexican  far  nr  labor  program  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  with  Mexico  (p. 
2564).  This  ryas-ore  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

3.  ROAD  AUTHORISATIONS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 

8127,  to  authorise  appropriations  for  roads,  including  forest  highways  and 
forest  rcrads  and  trails  (H.  Rept.  1308)(po  2580), 

4.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Rep,  Poage  spoke  in  favor  of  continuation  of  the\upPor'k  of 
stor/(ble  commodities  at  90%  of  parity  (pp.  2577-8), 

5.  TAXATION.  The  Wa3rs  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.X*  8224,  to 
’educe  excise  taxes  (H.  Rept.  1307) (p.  2564). 
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6,  SOIL  C  ON  3!eRV  ATI  ON  0  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  C  emit  tec  reported  vrithout 
amStelrent  H.  R.  7057,  to  authorize  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculf  ure  and  Interior, 
to  transfer,  exchange-^  and  dispose  of  land  in  the  Eden  project,  dyo*  (il.  Rept4 
1305) C^.  2580). 


7.  SECOND  SUPPIETENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1954.  Berth  Houses  agreed  to  the 
once  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R*  799 6  (pp.  2564,  2517-8) o  This  bill  vdl 
sent,  tp  theNfbesident. 


Confer - 
now  be 


8.  STATISTICS.  Received  from  the  Commerce  Department  a  proposed"  bill  i/o  amend  the 
acf  'authorizing 'the  C'e'risus'  ihir'eau  t’o'  collect  and  publish  cotton  statistics ;  to 
Post  Office  and  CHvil  ‘SferVic'e  Committee  (p.  2580)©  The  Post  Office  and  Civil 
*' Service' Cbrnmit tee  ordered' reported  (but  did  not  actually  report;  S,  2358,  to  rr. 


' ; ‘ peal  the  act  authorising  the  Census  Bureau  to  collect  and  publish  redeedar 
• ' ' ' shihgles  statistics  (py’D235).  *  ' 


9.  PURCHASING.  The  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  (Wt  did  not  actually  re¬ 
port)  So  25,  to  permit  review* dl’ decisions  of  Government  contracting  officers 
involving  questions  of,  factorising  under  contracts  iif  cases  other  than  those 
in  which  fraud  is  alleged  (ti\ee  related  b  ills  were /Cabled,  ,H.  R.  1839,  H. 
•‘3634,  and  H.  R.  6 956)  (p.*D23l 


ft  • 


10 i, PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office ' and’ CiSn.1  Service  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did 
A*'  not  actiilly 'report)  H. ’R» '.7775,  ’£ V  establish  A  uniform  system  for  granting 

incentive  awards  to  Federal'  employee^.  This  /bill  consolidates  all  presently  exis- 
ing  incentive  awards  programs,  places\all  Federal  employees  thereunder,  and  per¬ 
mits  the  granting 'of  an  individual  award  up  to  , ,>25,000.  Awards  in  excess  of 
29,000  may  be  granted  by  the  President ,y£Ln  conjunction  with  departmental  rawards 

(p.  D235). 

Subcommittees  of  the  Post  Office  arid  Civil  Service  Committee  were  ap¬ 
pointed  .to  study  K.  R.  5718  and  K,  ?£  5.703,  \b  limit  the  period  f  or  collection 
by  the  U.S,  of  compensation  received  by  employees '  in  violation  of  the  dual  compe: 
sation  Idws  '(Rdp.  St.  George,  chrnn.);  and  H,  f\ '6790,*  providing  that  the  rate 
of  pay  for  the'  Chairman  of  the  Souhcil  of  :-Coriomap  .advisers  shall  be  ..’17,500 
annually  (Rep.  Harden,  chrmn.l/(p.  D235). 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  for  Fr:bfr,  Mar.  5  as  stated  in  th<\  "Daily  Direst":  "The  Housi 


<3 


will  vote  on.  passage  of"  ffiq  -'St. ate- Justice-Commerce  appropriation  bill  for  1955, 
and  will  consider  bills  /o  increase  GCC’s  borrowing  powBr  and  authorize  cooper¬ 


ation  with  states,  etc /,  in  watershed  development  (p.  L»23p )  * 


NATE 


12.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Tfite  Agriculture  arid ; Forestry  .Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  2911,  to  pr.ojn.de  for  a  special  wool  price  support  program  through  direct  pay¬ 
ments,  loans,  /tc,  (S.  Rept.  1055)  (p.  2582). 

Sen.  Humphrey  strongly  criticized  Secretary  Benson's  reductiorP of ’dairy 
price  supports  and  inserted  newspaper  articles  and  other  communications  opposing 
the  Secretary's  action  (pp.  2595-8) .» 

Sene,  illender  and  Humphrey  claimed  Secretary  Benson  submitted  misleading 
figur ear  to  Congress  on  the  costs  of  the  price  support  programs  which  Se'nWHum- 
phrev/said  "indicated  a  loss„.*of  -16  billion,  when,  as  a  matter  'o.f  fact, 'the 
losses  sustained. . .amounted  to... a  little  more  than  1  billion."  Sen.  Ellehder 
alto  criticized  the  discrepancy  in  the  REA  operations  cost  figures  submitted' 
he  Secretary  and  those  contained’  in  R'  A's  annual  report  to  Congress  (pp.  259t 
^01).  - 
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No.  1308 


AMENDING  AND  SUPPLEMENTING  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 
APPROVED  JULY  11,  1916  (39  STAT.  355),  AS  AMENDED  AND  SUP¬ 
PLEMENTED,  TO  AUTHORIZE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  CONTINU¬ 
ING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 


) 


March  4,  19&4. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dondero,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

(To  accompany  H.  R.  8127] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  Committee  op  Public  Works  held  extensive  public  hearings  on 
H.  R.  7818,  7897,  7841,  7678,  7207,  7124,  3529,  3528,  1407,  and  14, 
) during  which  time  testimony  was  offered  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
officials,  Members  of  Congress,  and  witnesses  representing  agriculture, 
industry,  highway  users,  and  other  groups  interested  in  highway 
development. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearings,  the  committee  adopted  certain 
amendments  to  H.  R.  7818,  and  H.  R.  8127  was  introduced  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  H.  R.  7818,  as  amended. 

All  the  Fedferal-aid  funds  thus  far  authorized  through  the  fiscal 
year  1955  have  been  apportioned.  Early  next  year,  the  legislatures 
of  the  States  will  meet  in  regular  biennial  session.  This  makes  it 
imperative  that  the  present  session  of  Congress  enact  legislation  to 
provide  Federal-aid  authorizations  for  orderly  continuation  of  the 
program  of  highway  construction  for  an  additional  2-year  period  so 
that  funds  for  matching  the  Federal  funds  may  be  made  available  by 
the  State  legislatures. 
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The  bill,  therefore,  proposes  to  cany  forward  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  without  substantial  change  from  the  basic  pattern 
heretofore  established  by  Congress  under  the  Federal-aid  Highway 
Acts  of  1944,  1948,  1950,  and  1952,  and  would  authorize  for  such 
purposes  the  sum  of  $600  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956 
and  1957,  to  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270  million  (45  percent)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180  million  (30  percent)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150  million  (25  percent)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  division  of  these  funds,  percentagewise,  among  the  three 
categories  of  projects,  and  their  apportionment  among  the  States  is 
on  the  same  basis  as  provided  under  existing  law. 

The  testimony  before  the  committee  indicated  general  accord  re¬ 
specting  existing  Federal-aid  procedures  but  reflected  the  urgent  need 
for  an  accelerated  highway  construction  program  to  overcome  the  1 
serious  deteriorations  and  deficiencies  which  have  been  accumulating  — 
at  a  greater  rate  than  the  rate  of  new  construction. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
conducted  a  national  highway  study  and  held  extensive  hearings  on 
that  subject  beginning  April  15,  1953,  and  concluding  July  14,  1953. 

As  a  result  of  the  testimony  given  by  the  witnesses  which  were  heard 
before  that  subcommittee,  and  the  graphic  descriptions  furnished  by 
them  with  respect  to  traffic  congestion,  deaths  and  accidents,  high¬ 
way  obsolescence,  and  other  factors,  the  urgent  need  for  an  increased 
rate  of  highway  improvement  was  found  imperative.  Because  of  the 
comprehensive  hearings  and  study  of  the  overall  highway  problem 
by  the  subcommittee,  and  the  great  number  of  witnesses  which  had 
appeared  and  testified,  this  committee  at  the  time  it  considered  the 
bill  which  is  now  being  reported  was  able  to  confine  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  itself.  The  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  which  is  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  of  the  principal  highway  officials  of  all  of  the  States,  was  repre¬ 
sented  by  State  highway  officials  who  testified  that  carefully  pre¬ 
pared  estimates  show  that  construction  in  the  aggregate  amount  of 
approximately  $35  billion  would  be  required  now  to  bring  the  Federal-jr 
aid  system  of  highways  up  to  date,  as  compared  to  $32  billion  2  year^l. 
ago.  The  testimony  of  the  witnesses  was  in  accord  with  the  state¬ 
ments  made  and  the  data  furnished  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
Department  of  Commerce,  to  the  effect  that  substantially  increased 
authorizations  for  the  national  system  of  highways  and  especially 
interstate  highways,  are  considered  essential  in  order  to  overcome  the 
steadily  growing  deficiencies  and  to  accelerate  the  urgently  needed 
improvements  to  the  highways,  which  are  of  the  greatest  importance 
to  national  defense. 

The  committee  is  of  the  view  that  the  2-year  annual  Federal-aid 
authorization  of  $600  million  proposed  by  the  bill  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  systems  and  the  $200  million  proposed  for 
the  interstate  system  are  necessary  and  conservative  minima  in 
relation  to  the  existing  critical  backlog  of  improvements  required  to 
provide  an  adequate  highway  transportation  system — vital  to  the 
Nation’s  economy. 


AMEND  AND  SUPPLEMENT  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT  3 


In  addition  to  the  authorizations  for  the  regular  Federal-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  the  bill  continues  the  authorizations  for  work  in  the  national 
forests,  the  national  parks  and  monuments,  parkways,  and  roads  on 
Indian  reservations. 

The  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  the  Department  of  State,  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  II.  R.  7818,  which  as  amended  is  H.  R.  8127, 
are  as  follows: 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington  25,  February  24,  1.95 4- 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  February  10  for  the 
views  of  the  Department  on  H.  R.  7818,  a  bill  to  amend  and  supplement  the 
Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Attached  is  a  statement  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  favoring 
enactment  of  the  bill  subject  to  certain  amendments.  The  Department  concurs 
in  this  statement  with  the  addition  of  a  further  amendment  providing  that  the 
first  proviso  appearing  on  page  3  of  the  bill  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for 
projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  may  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  design,  inspection, 
and  construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and  approval 
of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards 
and  procedures  of  the  respective  States  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category 
approved  by  him.” 

This  amendment  is  in  accord  with  one  contained  in  a  letter  dated  February  14, 
1954,  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  your  committee. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  to  you  in  this  matter,  please  call  upon  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sinclair  Weeks, 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(Original  delivered  to  room  1414,  New  House  Office  Building,  11:25  a.  m. 
February  24,  1954.) 


Statement  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  With  Respect  to  Certain 
Pending  Road  Bills  and  Particularly  H.  R.  7818,  a  Bill  To  Amend  and 
Supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  Approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  Amended  and  Supplemented,  To  Authorize  Appropriations  for 
Continuing  the  Construction  of  Highways,  and  for  Other  Purposes 

In  view  of  the  length  of  the  bill  and  in  order  that  this  statement  may  not  be 
unduly  long,  no  general  analysis  of  its  provisions  will  be  attempted.  There  is, 
however,  attached  a  summary  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  as  compared  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  would  authorize  $600  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1956  and  1957  for  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  projects.  Section 
2  of  the  bill  would  authorize  an  additional  amount  of  $200  million  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  for  projects  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  The  level  of  authorizations  as  proposed  in  the  bill  will  make  possible 
orderly  continuation  of  needed  improvements  on  the  systems  of  Federal-aid 
highways,  including  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways.  The  substan¬ 
tially  increased  authorizations  proposed  for  the  national  system  of  interstate 
highways  are  considered  essential  in  order  to  overcome  the  steadily  growing 
deficiencies  and  to  accelerate  the  urgently  needed  improvements  on  that  system 
which  consists  of  a  limited  mileage  of  highways  of  greatest  importance  to  the 
national  defense. 

Based  on  careful  consideration  of  the  bill,  certain  amendments  thereto  are 
considered  desirable.  These  amendments  and  the  reasons  therefor  are  given 
below: 
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The  second  proviso  on  page  3,  would  authorize  up  to  25  percent  of  a  State’s 
apportionment  of  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  to  be  transferred  from  one 
apportionment  to  another,  if  certified  by  the  State  and  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest.  This  is  a  new  provision  designed  to 
provide  increased  flexibility,  within  reasonable  limitations,  in  the  use  of  these 
three  categories  of  apportioned  funds.  The  adoption  of  this  new  language  would 
seem  desirable.  It  is  recommended,  however,  that,  such  transfers  also  be  per¬ 
mitted  with  respect  to  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized.  This  can  be 
accomplished  by  adding  after  “25  per  centum:”  in  line  22,  page  3,  a  new  proviso 
as  follows: 

“ Provided  further ,  That  the  transfers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  June  30,  1957, 
shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same  basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:” 

Section  2  (a),  page  4,  provides  that  funds  authorized  for  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways  may  be  used  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement  of  such  system,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels.  The  term 
“highway”  as  presently  defined  in  the  law  includes  bridges  but  no  reference  is 
made  therein  to  tunnels  and  it  would  seem  advisable  to  have  the  definition  of  the 
the  term  “highway”  amended  to  include  tunnels.  In  such  event  reference  to 
bridges  and  tunnels  in  section  2  (a)  would  be  unnecessary.  It  is  recommended, 
therefore,  that  the  words  “inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels”  in  lines  2 
and  3,  on  page  4,  be  stricken  from  the  bill,  and  that  a  sentence  be  added  to  section 
11  of  the  bill,  as  follows: 

“The  term  ‘highway,’  as  defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed 
to  include  tunnels.” 

The  proviso  in  section  2  (b),  on  page  5,  provides  that  the  interstate  funds  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  expended  “in  such  amounts,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually  incurred 
contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  performance  of  specific  projects.”  Such 
language  is  somewhat  at  variance  with  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  the 
expenditure  of  Federal-aid  funds  and  may  be  difficult  to  administer.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended,  therefore,  that  said  proviso  be  stricken  from  the  bill  and  new  language 
inserted  in  lieu  thereof,  as  follows: 

“Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of 
formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section.” 

Under  section  2  (c),  apportioned  interstate  funds  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
the  period  during  which  they  would  be  available  would  be  reapportioned  to  all 
the  States.  This  provision  would  be  at  variance  with  the  existing  provisions  of 
Federal-aid  law  relating  to  other  apportioned  funds  which  lapse  if  not  expended 
during  the  period  for  which  they  are  available.  Accordingly,  it  is  recommended 
that  section  2  (c)  be  amended  by  striking  therefrom  in  lines  19  to  22,  page  5, 
the  words  “be  reapportioned  within  sixty  days  thereafter  to  all  the  States  on  the 
same  basis  as  if  it  were  being  apportioned  under  this  section  for  the  first  time”, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “lapse.” 

Under  the  first  proviso  in  section  3,  forest  highway  funds  authorized  but 
unobligated  on  June  30,  1955,  would  be  canceled  as  of  that  date.  As  a  provision 
with  such  date  of  cancellation  would  be  difficult  to  administer  and  would  have 
an  inequitable  effect  upon  the  various  States,  it  is  recommended  that  the  proviso 
be  amended  by  striking  from  lines  4  through  6,  page  6,  the  words  “Provided, 
That  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  unobligated  on  June  30,  1955,  shall  be 
canceled  as  of  June  30,  1955”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ Provided ,  That  the 
authorization  in  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest 
highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is  hereby  canceled;”. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  would  provide  additional  authorizations  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  section  1  of  the  act  approved  December  26,  1941,  relating  to  the 
Inter-American  Highway.  To  make  it  clear  that  section  2  of  that  act,  which 
section  provides  that  the  survey  and  construction  work  shall  be  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  remains  in  effect,  it  is  recommended  that  the  words 
“of  section  1”,  lines  13  and  14,  page  8,  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Section  1  would  authorize  the  use  of  urban  funds  for  projects  on  approved  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  within  urban  areas.  In  order  that 
it  will  be  made  clear  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as  part  of  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions  of  such  system  through  urban  areas,  it 
is  recommended  that,  the  new  language  be  inserted  after  section  11  of  the  bill,  as 
follows: 
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“The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as  a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  system,  extensions  through  urban  areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system, 
provided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  extensions  shall  be  limited 
to  urban  funds.” 

Since  its  original  enactment  in  1916,  the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  has 
been  frequently  amended  and  supplemented  throughout  the  years,  and  it  is  be¬ 
lieved  advisable  that,  the  whole  body  of  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  be  re¬ 
drafted  into  a  one-package  law,  to  include  such  changes  or  new  provisions  as  would 
provide  a  modernized  Federal  highway  law.  As  a  step  toward  such  objective  it 
is  recommended  that  section  12  of  the  bill  be  renumbered  as  section  13,  and  that 
a  new  section  12  be  added  to  the  bill,  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  transmit 
to  the  Congress  not  later  than  December  31,  1954,  a  suggested  bill  or  bills  for  a 
Federal  Highway  Act,  which  will  include  such  provisions  of  existing  law,  and 
such  changed  or  new  provisions  as  the  Secretary  deems  advisable.  The  Secretary 
shall  also  submit  a  report  commenting  on  the  bill  or  bills,  which  shall  include 
specific  reference  to  each  change  in,  or  omission  of,  any  provision  of  existing  law.” 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  favors  the  enactment  of  Id.  R.  7818  subject  to 
the  amendments  recommended  above. 

There  are  now  pending  before  the  committee  several  bills  to  provide  additional 
Federal-aid  authorizations  in  varying  amounts  for  different  fiscal  years.  These 
bills  are  as  follows:  H.  R.  14,  H.‘R.  1407,  H.  R.  3528,  H.  R.  3529,  H.  R.  7207, 
H.  R.  7124,  and  H.  R.  7678.  Analyses  of  these  bills  showing  a  comparison  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  are  also  attached.  It  is 
considered  unnecessary  to  comment  further  with  respect  to  these  pending  bills. 

F.  V.  du  Pont, 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads. 

February  12,  1954. 

COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  7818 

(M’GREGOR) 


1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  7818 


Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Provides  total  of  $550  million  of 
contract  authorization  annually  for 
fiscal  1954  and  1955,  divided  as  follows: 

$247.5  million  for  the  primary 
system : 

$165  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$137.5  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 


Apportionment  formula 

Primary  system:  One-third  area:  one- 
third  population:  one-third  rural  road 
mileage. 

Secondary  system:  Same  as  primary 
except  that  rural  population  figures 
used. 

Primary  system  in  urban  areas :  Based 
solely  on  population  of  urban  areas. 


Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Provides  total  of  $600  million  an¬ 
nually  for  fiscal  1956  and  1957,  divided 
as  follows: 

$270  million  for  the  primary 
system; 

$180  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$150  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas,  and  for 
projects  on  approved  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid,  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas.  (Italicized 
language  is  new.) 

(Percentage  distribution  between  sys¬ 
tems  is  same  as  in  1952  act.) 

Apportionment  formula 
No  change. 
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1952  HIGHWAY  ACT 

Availability  of  funds 

Two  years  beyond  fiscal  year  for 
which  authorized. 


No  provision  in  existing  law  for  out¬ 
right  transfer  of  funds  between  systems. 
But  if  all  roads  under  control  of  State, 
secondary  funds  may  be  used  on  pri¬ 
mary  system  if  State  and  Commissioner 
jointly  agree  (sec.  3  of  1944  act). 


Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  au¬ 
thorization  annuallv  for  fiscal  1954  and 
1955. 


Interstate  funds  now  apportioned  in 
same  manner  as  primary  funds. 


Interstate  funds  now  available  for  2 
years  beyond  fiscal  year  for  which 
authorized. 


Section  3.  Forest  highways  and  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails 
Provides  $22.5  million  of  contract  au¬ 
thorization  annually  for  1954  and  1955 
for  forest  highways.  Authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $22.5  million  annually  for 
1954  and  1955  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails. 


H.  r.  7818 

Availability  of  funds 

No  change. 

NEW  PROVISIONS 

1.  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  discharged  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  plans,  design,  inspec¬ 
tion,  and  construction  of  secondary 
projects  upon  receipt  and  approval  of 
certified  statement  by  State  that  project 
conforms  with  State’s  approved  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures. 

2.  Up  to  25  percent  of  a  State’s  ap¬ 
portionment  for  any  of  above  3  systems 
may  be  transferred  to  another,  but  the 
net  effect  of  such  transfers  shall  not 
increase  any  system’s  apportionment  by 
more  than  25  percent.  Transfers  must 
be  requested  by  State  and  approved  by 
Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  This  would  not  impair  pro¬ 
viso  in  section  3  of  1944  pet  regarding 
use  of  secondary  funds  on  primary  sys¬ 
tem  where  all  highways  are  under  control 
of  State. 

Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $200  million  annually  for 
fiscal  1956  and  1957. 

Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  to  be  determined  in  same 
manner  as  now  provided  by  law  for 
projects  on  primary  system  (no  change 
in  existing  law). 

NEW  PROVISIONS 

1.  Interstate  funds  would  be  appor¬ 
tioned:  One-half  on  basis  of  population; 
and  one-half  as  now  provided  by  law  for 
primary  funds. 

2.  Apportionment  of  interstate  funds 
shall  not  be  made  unless  a  Federal  gaso¬ 
line  tax  of  at  least  2  cents  is  in  effect  at 
time  of  apportionment. 

3.  Interstate  funds  shall  be  available 
only  for  6  months  beyond  fiscal  year  for 
which  authorized.  Funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  expended  at  such  times  as 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  determines 
that  the  State  has  actually  incurred  con¬ 
tractual  obligations  for  peiformance  of 
specific  projects. 

4.  Balances  remaining  unobligated  at 
the  end  of  the  6  months’  period  to  be 
reapportioned  to  all  the  States. 

Section  3.  Forest  highways  and  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails 

Continues  for  1956  and  1957  the  level 
authorized  in  1952  act  for  both  pro¬ 
grams. 

NEW  PROVISION 

Any  unobligated  balances  of  prior- 
year  forest  highway  authorizations  re- 
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1952  HIGHWAY  ACT 


Section  4-  Park  roads  and  trails;  park¬ 
ways;  and  Indian  roads 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1954  and  1955  for  each 
of  these  3  programs. 


Section  5.  Rama  Road,  Nicaragua 

Authorizes  appropriations  of  $2  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1953  and  1954  (appro¬ 
priations  under  this  authorization  to  be 
made  to  the  Department  of  Commerce) . 


Section  6.  Inter- American  Highway 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $8  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1953  and  1954  (appro¬ 
priations  under  this  authorization  to  be 
made  to  the  Department  of  Commerce). 


Section  7.  Emergency  fund 

Authorizes  $10  million  annually  for  re¬ 
pair  of  Federal-aid  highways  or  bridges 
damaged  by  floods  or  other  catastrophes. 
This  authorization  is  permanent. 

Section  8.  Public  lands  highways 

Authorizes  appropriations  of  $2.5 
million  annually  for  1954  and  1955  for 
roads  through  certain  federally  owned 
lands. 

Section  9.  President’s  Highway  Safety 
Conference 

Authorizes  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads,  in  cooperation  with  State  high¬ 
way  departments,  to  assist  in  carrying 
out  the  program  of  the  President’s  High¬ 
way  Safety  Conference.  Provides  not 
to  exceed  $150,000  annually  for  this 
purpose. 

Section  10.  Defense  access  roads 

Authorizes  an  additional  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $50  million,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  for  construction  of  ac¬ 
cess  roads  to  defense  plants  and  military 
installations  and  construction  of  circum¬ 
ferential  highways  (a  total  of  $95  million 
has  been  authorized  to  date). 


H.  R.  7818 

maining  on  June  30,  1955,  are  to  be 
canceled. 

Section  4 •  Park  roads  and  trails;  park¬ 
ways;  and  Indian  roads 
Continues  for  1956  and  1957  the  levels 
authorized  in  the  1952  act  for  each 
program. 

NEW  PROVISION 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  desig¬ 
nated,  instead  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  as  heretofore,  with  respect 
to  the  approval  of  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  Indian  roads  and  with  respect 
to  supervision  of  construction. 

Section  5.  Rama  Road,  Nicaragua 

Authorizes  to  be  appropriated  not  to 
exceed  $4  million  to  complete  the  road. 
Survey  and  construction  work  to  be 
under  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

NEW  PROVISION 

Appropriations  to  be  made  directly  to 
Secretary  of  State. 

Section  6.  Inter- American  Highway 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $8  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  fiscal  1955  and  1956. 

NEW  PROVISION 

Appropriations  to  be  made  directly  to 
Secretary  of  State. 

Emergency  fund 

New  authorization  unnecessary. 


Public  lands  highicays 
No  new  authorization. 


President’ s  Highway  Safety  Conference 
No  new  authorization. 


Defense  access  roads 
No  new  authorization. 
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1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  7818 


Sections  11,  IS,  IS,  and  14 ■ — Miscel¬ 
laneous  provisions,  including  saving 
clause 


Section  8  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944  reads  as  follows: 

“With  the  approval  of  the  Federal 
Works  Administrator  (now  Secretary 
of  Commerce),  not  to  exceed  l]4  per 
centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  for 
any  year  to  any  State  under  the  Federal 
Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  except  sections  3  and  23  thereof, 
shall  hereafter  be  used  with  or  without 
State  funds  for  surveys,  plans,  engineer¬ 
ing,  and  economic  investigations  of  proj¬ 
ects  for  future  construction  in  such 
State,  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  sys¬ 
tem  and  extensions  thereof  within 
municipalities,  on  secondary  or  feeder 
roads,  urban  highways  or  grade-crossing 
eliminations,  and  for  highway  research 
necessary  in  connection  therewith.” 


Sections  7,  8,  9,  and  12.  Miscellaneous 
provisions,  including  saving  clause 
Necessary  date  changes  made  and 
new  citations  inserted. 

Section  10.  Study  and  report  on  problems 
of  public  utilities  relocation 
The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments,  is  directed  to  study  problems 
of  public  utilities  relocation  resulting 
from  Federal-aid  highway  improve¬ 
ments,  and  to  prepare  a  report  to  Presi¬ 
dent  for  transmittal  to  Congress  by 
April  1,  1955.  (New  provision.) 

Section  11.  Toll-road  research 

Would  amend  section  8  of  the  1944  act 
to  permit  States  to  use,  within  the  , 
lj^-percent  limitation,  Federal-aid  funds  \ 
for  surveys,  plans,  engineering,  and 
economic  investigations  pertaining  to 
toll  roads  and  for  research  in  connection 
therewith.  (New  provision.) 


COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  14 

(DEMPSEY) 

1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  14 

Section  2.  Interstate  system  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  au-  Would  increase  from  $25  million  to 
thorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  $225  million  the  contract  authorization 
1955.  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  1955.  No 

other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  14  identical  to  H.  R.  1407. 


COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  1407 

(PATTEN) 

1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  1407 

Section  2.  Interstate  system  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  au-  Would  increase  from  $25  million  to 
thorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  $225  million  the  contract  authorization 
1955.  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  1955.  No 

other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  1407  identical  to  H.  It.  14. 
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COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  3528 

(DONDERO) 

1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  3528 


Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  au¬ 
thorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and 
1955. 


Interstate  system 

Would  increase  from  $25  million  to 
$275  million  the  contract  authorization 
annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  1955.  No 
other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  3528  identical  to  H.  R.  3529. 

Commerce  report  on  H.  R.  3528  sub¬ 
mitted  to  committee  October  23,  1953. 
Report  recommended  that  action  on  bill 
be  deferred. 


COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  3529 

(OAKMAN) 

1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  3529 


Section  2.  Interstate  system  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  au-  Would  increase  from  $25  million  to 
thorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  $275  million  the  contract  authorization 
1955.  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and  1955.  No 

other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  3529  identical  to  H.  R.  3528. 

Commerce  report  on  H.  R.  3528  sub¬ 
mitted  to  committee  on  October  23, 
1953.  Report  recommended  that  ac¬ 
tion  on  bill  be  deferred. 


COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  7124  (MACK) 
1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  7124 


Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Provides  total  of  $550  million  of  con¬ 
tract  authorization  annually  for  fiscal 
1954  and  1955,  divided  as  follows: 

$247.5  million  for  the  primary 
system: 

$165  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$137.5  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 


Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract 
authorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954 
and  1955. 


Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Would  increase  the  total  contract 
authorization  for  fiscal  1955  only,  to 
$825  million,  divided  as  follows: 

$371)4  million  for  the  primary 
system : 

$247.5  million  for  the  secondary 
system: 

$206)4  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 

No  other  new  provisions.  Percentage 
distribution  between  systems  same  as  in 
1952  act. 

Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Would  increase  the  contract  author¬ 
ization  for  fiscal  1955  only,  to  $37.5 
million. 

No  other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  7124  (Mack)  identical  to  H.  R. 
7207  (Scudder). 


H.  Rept.  1308,  83-2- 
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COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  7207 

(SCUDDER) 

1952  HIGHWAY  ACT  H.  R.  7207 


Section  1.  Federal-aid,  system 

Provides  total  of  $550  million  of  con¬ 
tract  authorization  annually  for  fiscal 
1954  and  1955,  divided  as  follows: 

$247.5  million  for  the  primary 
system; 

$165  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$137.5  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 


Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract  auth¬ 
orization  annually  for  fiscal  1954  and 
1955. 


Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Would  increase  the  total  contract 
authorization  for  fiscal  1955  only,  to 
$825  million,  divided  as  follows: 

$371)4  million  for  the  primary 
system; 

$247.5  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$206)4  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 

No  other  new  provisions.  Percentage 
distribution  between  systems  same  as 
in  1952  act. 

Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Would  increase  the  contract  authori¬ 
zation  for  fiscal  1955  only,  to  $37.5 
million. 

No  other  new  provisions. 

H.  R.  7207  (Scudder)  identical  to 
H.  R.  7124  (Mack). 


COMPARISON  OF  1952  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  WITH  H.  R.  7678  (WATTS) 


1952  HIGHWAY  ACT 

Section  1.  Federal-aid  system 

Provides  total  of  $550  million  of  con¬ 
tract  authorization  annually  for  fiscal 
1954  and  1955,  divided  as  follows: 

$247.5  million  for  the  primary 
system; 

$165  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$137.5  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 


Section  2.  Interstate  system 

Provides  $25  million  of  contract 
authorization  annually  for  fiscal  1954 
and  1955. 

Federal  share  from  interstate  funds  is 
same  as  for  projects  on  primary  system 
(not  to  exceed  50  percent  plus  sliding 
scale  in  public  lands  States). 

Apportionment  formula:  (Sec.  4>  1944- 
act) 

Primary  system:  One-third  area;  one- 
third  population;  one-third  rural  road 
mileage. 

Secondary  system:  Same  as  primary 
except  that  rural  population  figures 
used. 

Primary  system  in  urban  areas: 
Based  solely  on  population  of  urban 
areas. 

Interstate  system:  Same  as  primary. 


H.  R.  7678 

Section  1  (a).  Federal-aid  system 

Provides  total  of  $650  million  annually 
for  fiscal  1956  and  1957,  divided  as 
follows: 

$292.5  million  for  the  primary 

system; 

$195  million  for  the  secondary 
system;  and 

$162.5  million  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas. 

(Percentage  distribution  between  sys¬ 
tems  is  same  as  in  1952  act.) 

Section  1  (6).  Interstate  system 

Provides  $150  million  annually  for 
fiscal  1956  and  1957. 

NEW  PROVISION 

Federal  share  from  interstate  funds 
not  to  exceed  75  percent  of  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  and  right-of-way. 

Section  1  (c).  Apportionment  formula 

Apportionment  formula  for  all  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  same  as  now  provided  by 
law. 
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1952  HIGHWAY  ACT 


No  provision  in  existing  law  for  out¬ 
right  transfer  of  funds  between  systems. 
But  if  all  roads  under  control  of  State, 
secondary  funds  may  be  used  on  primary 
system  if  State  and  Commissioner 
jointly  agree  (sec.  3  of  1944  act). 


Funds  available  for  2  years  beyond 
fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  (sec.  1 
of  1952  act). 

Section  3.  Forest  highways  and  forest 
development  roads  and  trails 
Provides  $22.5  million  of  contract 
authorization  annually  for  1954  and 
1955  for  forest  highways.  Authorizes 
appropriations  of  $22.5  million  annually 
for  1954  and  1955  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails. 

Apportionment  of  Forest  Highway  Funds 
Apportionment  of  such  funds  is  to  be 
made  by  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Section  J+.  Park  roads  and  trails;  park¬ 
ways;  and  Indian  roads 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $10 
million  annually  for  1954  and  1955  for 
each  of  these  programs. 

Section  5.  Rama  Road,  Nicaragua 

Authorizes  appropriations  of  $2  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1953  and  1954. 

Section  6.  Inter- American  Highway 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $8  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1953  and  1954. 

Section  7.  Emergency  fund 

Authorizes  $10  million  annually  for 
repair  of  Federal-aid  highways  or 
bridges  damaged  by  floods  or  other 
catastrophes.  This  authorization  is 
permanent. 

Section  8.  Public  lands  highways 

Authorizes  appropriations  of  $2.5 
million  annually  for  1954  and  1955  for 
roads  through  certain  federally  owned 
lands. 

Section  9.  President's  Highway  Safety 
Conference 

Authorizes  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads,  in  cooperation  with  State  high¬ 
way  departments,  to  assist  in  carrying 
out  the  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference.  Provides 
not  to  exceed  $150,000  annually  for 
this  purpose. 


H.  R.  7678 

Section  1  (d) .  Transfer  of  funds 
NEW  PROVISION 

Up  to  20  percent  of  amounts  author¬ 
ized  under  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  may 
be  transferred  to  another  system. 
Transfers  must  be  requested  by  State 
highway  department,  certified  as  being 
in  the  public  interests,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Section  1  (e) .  Availability  of  funds 
Same  as  in  section  1  of  the  1952  Act. 


Section  2.  Forest  highways  and  forest 
development  roads  and  trails 
Provides  $24  million  of  contract 
authorization  annually  for  1956  and 
1957  for  forest  highways.  Authorizes 
appropriations  of  $24  million  annually 
for  1956  and  1957  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails. 

Apportionment  of  Forest  Highway  Funds 
Would  change  existing  law  by  having 
such  apportionment  made  by  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads. 

Section  3.  Park  roads  and  trails;  park¬ 
ways;  and  Indian  roads 
Authorizes  appropriations  of  $11  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  1956  and  1957  for  each 
of  these  programs. 

Rama  Road,  Nicaragua 
No  new  authorization. 

Inter- American  Highway 
No  new  authorization. 

Section  4-  Emergency  fund 

Authorizes  $11  million  annually  for 
repair  of  Federal-aid  highways  or 
bridges  damaged  by  floods  or  other 
catastrophes.  Federal  share  payable 
on  interstate  system  not  to  exceed  75 
percent. 

Section  5.  Public  lands  highways 

Authorizes  appropriations  of  $2% 
million  annually  for  1956  and  1957  for 
roads  through  certain  federally  owned 
ands. 

Section  6.  President’s  Highway  Safety 
Conference 

Same  provision  as  in  1952  act  but 
would  increase  annual  amount  available 
for  such  purpose  to  $200,000. 
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1952  HIGHWAY  ACT 

Section  10.  Defense  access  roads 

Authorizes  an  additional  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $50  million,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  for  construction  of 
access  roads  to  defense  plants  and  mili¬ 
tary  installations  and  construction  of 
circumferential  highways  (a  total  of  $95 
million  has  been  authorized  to  date). 

Sections  11,  12,  13,  and  14-  Miscellane¬ 
ous  provisions,  including  saving 
clause 


H.  R.  7678 

Section  7.  Defense  access  roads 

Would  authorize  a  further  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $50  million  for  such  purposes. 


Sections  8,  9,  10,  and  11.  Miscellaneous 
provisions,  including  saving  clause 

Necessary  date  changes  made,  and 
new  citations  inserted. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  February  12,  1954. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  This  responds  to  your  request  of  February  10,  for 
our  comments  on  H.  R.  7818,  a  bill  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

We  favor  the  enactment  of  this  bill  so  far  as  it  affects  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

This  Department  is  primarily  interested  in  section  4  of  the  bill  which,  if  enacted, 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $10  million  annually  for  fiscal  years  1956 
and  1957  for  each  of  the  following  three  purposes:  (a)  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails  in  areas  administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service;  (6)  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement  and 
maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  owned  by 
the  United  States;  and  (c)  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of 
Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to 
Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750). 

The  proposed  authorizations  in  section  4  are  satisfactory  to  this  Department. 
Representatives  of  the  Department  will  be  prepared  to  testify  at  the  hearing  on 
H.  R.  7818  in  support  of  section  4  of  the  bill. 

Since  I  am  informed  that  there  is  a  particular  urgency  for  the  submission  of 
the  views  of  the  Department,  this  report  has  not  been  cleared  through  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and,  therefore,  no  commitment  can  be  made  concerning  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  views  expressed  herein  to  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  A.  Tudor, 

Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  February  26,  1954 • 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  The  report  of  this  Department  on  H.  R.  7818,  a  bill 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916, 
.(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,”  was  trans¬ 
mitted  to  your  committee  on  February  12.  In  view  of  information  that  your 
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committee  desired  an  immediate  statement  of  the  views  of  this  Department, 
the  report  was  submitted  without  clearance  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Subsequent  to  the  transmission  of  the  report  on  H.  R.  7818,  we  have  been 
advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  views  expressed  in  that  report,  as 
submitted  to  your  committee  on  February  12,  are  without  objection  insofar  as 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  concerned. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Douglas  McKay, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  February  16,  1954. 

The  Honorable  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  In  your  letter  of  February  10,  1054,  which  trans¬ 
mitted  a  copy  of  H.  R.  7818 — a  bill  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act — the  comments  of  the  Department  of  State  were  requested  on  the 
merits  of  the  sections  in  it  relating  to  the  authorizations  of  funds  for  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  and  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua. 

At  the  outset,  this  Department  wishes  to  state  its  firm,  unequivocal  support  of 
congressional  action  which  will  provide  funds  for  the  eventual  completion  of  the 
Inter-American  Highway  and  the  Rama  Road. 

The  question  has  arisen  whether  further  authorizations  of  funds  for  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  and  the  Rama  Road  as  proposed  in  H.  R.  7818  are  necessary 
at  this  time.  While  additional  authorizations  are  desirable  in  order  to  show  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  to  complete  these  roads,  they  are  not  requested  provided 
the  previous  authorizations  set  forth  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952 
remain  valid  or  are  extended  so  that  the  funds  may  properly  be  appropriated  in 
fiscal  years  1955  and  1956. 

It  should  be  recalled  that  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (Public  Law 
413,  82d  Cong.)  provided  for  continuing  the  work  on  the  Inter-American  Highway 
with  authorizations  of  $8  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1953  and  1954.  Like¬ 
wise,  $2  million  for  each  of  the  same  fiscal  years  were  authorized  for  the  continued 
construction  of  the  Rama  Road.  However,  of  the  total  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  the  Congress  only  $1  million  has  thus  far  been  appropriated  for 
the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  a  similar  amount  for  the  Rama  Road.  There 
remain  available  for  appropriation  $15  million  for  the  Inter-American  Highway, 
and  $3  million  for  the  Rama  Road.  On  January  14,  before  a  subcommittee  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee,  this  Department  vigorously  supported  the 
appropriation  of  $1  million  for  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  $1  million  for 
the  Rama  Road  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  its  regular  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1955  so  that  additional  work  toward  completing  the  roads  could  be 
carried  on. 

The  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  highway  construction  on  the  basis  of  the 
funds  authorized  and  extended,  rather  than  additional  authorizations,  is  needed 
now.  The  Department  of  State  trusts  that  the  Congress  will  consider  seriously 
future  action  in  that  regard. 

With  respect  to  the  change  in  the  language  of  sections  5  and  6  of  H.  R.  7818 
authorizing  the  money  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State  instead  of 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  Department  of  State  considers  that  it  is  the 
proper  agency  to  provide  the  necessary  political  guidance  with  the  nations  of 
Central  America  concerned  in  the  construction  work.  It  will,  as  it  has  in  the 
past,  support  the  programs  before  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress,  and 
it  will  negotiate  the  necessary  overall  agreements  with  the  foreign  governments 
in  accordance  with  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Congress  for  the  use  of  the 
funds.  It  agrees  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
is  the  proper  agency  to  supervise  the  technical  details  of  the  cooperative  construc¬ 
tions.  It  does  not,  however,  consider  that  it  is  within  its  competence  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  is  the  proper  agency  of  the  Government  to  receive  the  authorizations 
and  seek  the  appropriation  of  the  necessary  funds  to  complete  the  construction 
work. 

In  order  that  the  views  of  the  Department  of  State  may  reach  the  committee 
promptly  as  requested,  this  report  has  not  been  cleared  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  to  which  copies  are  being  sent. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Thruston  B.  Morton, 

Assistant  Secretary 
(For  the  Acting  Secretary  of  State). 
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Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  12,  195 It. 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Dondero:  This  in  reply  to  your  request  of  February  10,  1954,  for 
a  report  on  H.  R.  7818,  a  bill  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 
This  Department,  which  administers  the  national  forests,  is  directly  concerned 
with  section  3. 

This  section  would  authorize  appropriations  of  $22.5  million  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1956  and  1957  for  forest  highways  with  the  proviso  that  sums  heretofore 
authorized  unobligated  at  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1955  be  canceled.  Section  3 
would  also  authorize  like  amounts  for  forest-development  roads  and  trails  with  the 
proviso  that  advisory  public  hearings  be  held  prior  to  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  a  timber-access  road. 

Forest  highways  are  sections  of  Federal,  State,  and  other  important  public 
highways  which  cross  the  national  forests.  Nearly  all  of  these  roads  are  on  the 
State  and  county  systems.  The  forest-highway  funds  are  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  which  is  assisted  by  this 
Department  and  the  respective  States  in  formulating  the  forest-highway  program. 

Forest  highways  furnish  the  means  of  access  to  and  outlet  from  the  forest- 
development  road  system.  They  are  used  to  haul  many  of  the  products  of  the 
forests  to  mills  and  markets  as  well  as  for  general  public  travel  and  by  persona 
visiting  the  national  forests  for  recreation  and  other  purposes.  The  need  for 
improvement  of  the  forest-highway  system  is  urgent,  and  this  Department  en¬ 
dorses  the  authorizations  proposed  in  H.  R.  7818. 

Forest-development  roads  and  trails  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  protec- 
<  tion,  administration,  and  utilization  of  the  national  forests.  They  are  a  responsi¬ 
bility  of  this  Department. 

The  existing  forest-development  system  consists  of  about  117,000  miles  of  roads 
and  121,000  miles  of  trails.  The  principal  operations  connected  with  the  system 
are: 

(1)  maintenance  of  existing  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  bridge  construction  and  replacement; 

(3)  advance  surveys;  and  the  design  and  engineering  supervision  for 
roads  to  be  built  by  timber  purchasers; 

(4)  construction  and  reconstruction  of  general  purpose  and  fire  roads; 

(5)  timber  access  roads. 

The  Department  maintains  about  80,000  miles  of  the  roads  on  the  system  and 
119,500  miles  of  the  trails  at  a  cost  of  about  $8.6  million  annually.  The  balance 
of  the  roads  and  trails  on  the  system  are  maintained  by  counties,  timber  purchasers, 
and  others  at  their  own  expense. 

There  are  7,500  road  and  trail  bridges  on  the  forest-development  system  which 
were  constructed  of  inferior  materials  in  the  1930’s  and  under  emergency  programs 
during  the  1930’s  and  World  War  II.  These  bridges  are  rapidly  approaching  the 
end  of  their  useful  life,  and  about  $3,200,000  is  required  each  year  for  replacement 
of  those  which  have  become  unsafe  for  further  use. 

About  $1,200,000  is  required  each  year  for  advance  surveys,  and  the  design 
and  engineering  supervision  on  roads  which  are  built  by  purchasers  of  national- 
forest  timber  under  the  terms  of  sales  contracts. 

The  construction  and  reconstruction  of  critically  needed  roads  and  trails  for 
fire  protection,  general  administration,  and  the  utilization  of  national-forest 
resources  other  than  timber  requires  expenditures  of  about  $1,700,000  annually. 

A  major  need  is  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  timber-access  roads. 
To  increase  timber  cutting  on  the  national  forests  to  sustained-yield  capacity 
would  require  a  Federal  expenditure  of  $94.3  million  for  main-line  roads  over  a 
period  of  years.  An  approximately  equal  amount  should  be  expended  on  access 
roads  by  purchasers  of  national-forest  timber. 

In  fiscal  year  1953  the  national-forest  timber  cut  was  about  1.5  billion  feet  below 
the  allowable  cutting  capacity.  In  that  year  the  loss  to  the  Federal  Government 
through  inability  to  market  mature  timber  was  about  $20  million  in  potential 
gross  revenue.  Losses  of  this  character  will  continue  from  year  to  year  until  the 
major  part  of  the  access-road  system  has  been  installed.  These  losses  cannot  be 
recovered  after  the  roads  are  built  because  they  occur  primarily  in  stands  of 
old-growth  timber.  Because  of  the  age  and  condition  of  this  timber,  losses  from 
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disease,  insects,  windfall  and  fire  each  year  just  about  balance  the  relatively  small 
amount  of  growth  which  occurs  on  these  old  trees.  This  valuable  timber  should 
be  harvested  in  an  orderly  way,  and  the  land  on  which  it  is  standing  should  be 
conditioned  to  produce  future  growth  through  regeneration  to  young  and  vigorous 
timber. 

There  are  two  sources  of  funds  for  the  forest-development  road  and  trail  system: 
(1)  The  appropriation  for  forest-development  roads  and  trails  authorized  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
(42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supplemented;  and  (2)  the  appropriation  for  roads 
and  trails  for  States,  national  forests  fund  (37  Stat.  843)  which  now  amounts  to 
about  $7,500,000  annually. 

If  the  entire  proposed  annual  authorization  for  forest-development  roads  and 
trails  in  H.  R.  7818  is  appropriated,  the  total  funds  available  in  each  of  fiscal  years 
1956  and  1957  will  be  $30  million  ($22.5  million  plus  $7.5  million).  This  would 
enable  the  Department  to  perform  essential  maintenance  work  on  the  forest- 
development  system,  make  orderly  progress  on  the  bridge-replacement  program, 
adequately  plan  and  supervise  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  development 
roads  by  timber  purchasers,  and  build  the  urgently  needed  roads  and  trails 
required  for  fire  protection  and  utilization  of  resources  other  than  timber.  After 
allowance  is  made  for  annual  expenditures  of  approximately  $14.7  million  for 
these  purposes,  $15.3  million  would  be  available  annually  for  the  construction  of 
main-line  timber-access  roads. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  estimated  annual  expenditures  for  forest-develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  if  the  full  amount  authorized  in  H.  R.  7818  is  appropriated: 

Million 


Item  dollars 

Maintenance _  8.  6 

Bridge  construction  and  replacement _  3.  2 

Advance  surveys;  design  and  engineering  of  operator  roads _  1.  2 

Construction  and  reconstruction,  fire  and  general-purpose  roads _  1.  7 

Timber-access  roads _  15.  3 


Total _ _ 30.  0 


The  utility  and  safety  of  the  forest-road  system  would  be  improved  if  funds 
provided  for  development  roads  and  trails  could  be  used  for  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  necessary  parking  areas.  These  are  needed  for  more  efficient  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  national  forests  and  for  the  safety  of  road  users. 

The  Department  therefore  recommends  enactment  of  section  3,  and  its  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  item  (2),  line  16,  page  6,  after  the  colon  following  the  word  “reconstruction” 
insert  “ Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest-development 
roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:”. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  T.  Benson,  Secretary. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  14,  1954- 

Hon.  George  A.  Dondero, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  will  acknowledge  your  letter  of  February  10, 
1954,  inviting  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  comment  on  H.  R.  7818,  a  bill  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355),  as  amended,  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  con¬ 
tinuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  need  for  increasing  and  strengthening  our  highway  programs  in  order  to 
overcome  existing  deficiencies  and  to  keep  pace  with  the  steadily  increasing 
traffic  demands  is  well  recognized,  and  will  be  presented  in  other  agency  reports 
and  in  testimony  before  your  committee.  In  his  state  of  the  Union  message  on 
January  7,  the  President  set  forth  the  position  of  the  administration  regarding 
immediate  needs  for  highway  legislation  as  follows: 

“To  protect  the  vital  interest  of  every  citizen  in  a  safe  and  adequate  highway 
system,  the  Federal  Government  is  continuing  its  central  role  in  the  Federal-aid 
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highway  program.  So  that  maximum  progress  can  be  made  to  overcome  present 
inadequacies  in  the  interstate  highway  system,  we  must  continue  the  Federal 
gasoline  tax  at  2  cents  per  gallon.  This  will  require  cancellation  of  the  one-half 
cent  decrease  wrhich  otherwise  will  become  effective  April  1,  and  will  maintain 
revenues  so  that  an  expanded  highway  program  can  be  undertaken.” 

With  respect  to  the  longer  range  aspects  of  Federal-State  cooperation  in  this 
field  the  President  said: 

“When  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  completes  its  study  of 
the  present  system  of  financing  highway  construction,  I  shall  promptly  submit  it 
for  consideration  by  the  Congress  and  the  governors  of  the  States.” 

H.  R.  7818  would  accomplish  the  highway  objectives  of  the  administration 
through  the  fiscal  year  1957.  The  bill  does  this  first  by  making  the  necessary 
2-year  extension  of  basic  authorities  and,  secondly,  by  incorporating  several  pro¬ 
visions  designed  to  increase  the  flexibility  of  the  traditional  Federal-aid  program. 
It  is  our  belief  that  the  bill  will  also  encourage  a  rapid  acceleration  in  highway 
construction  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways.  Taken  all  together, 
these  provisions  will  permit  highway  programs  to  be  directed  toward  projects  of 
highest  priority  both  to  the  States  and  to  the  Nation. 

In  view  of  the  critical  deficiencies  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways, 
the  amount  of  $200  million  annually  authorized  under  section  2  of  the  bill  is  clearly 
required.  At  the  same  time,  this  increase  over  the  existing  level  represents  a  sub¬ 
stantial  additional  fiscal  commitment.  It  is  vitally  important,  therefore,  that  the 
Federal  gasoline  tax  be  continued  at  its  present  level  of  2  cents  per  gallon.  The 
bill  recognizes  this  necessity  by  providing  that  the  increased  authorization  for 
the  interstate  system  shall  not  become  available  unless  the  2-eent  Federal  gasoline 
tax  is  in  effect. 

The  bill  continues  the  existing  provision  that  the  Federal  and  State  Govern¬ 
ments  shall,  in  general,  share  equally  the  cost  of  projects  on  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways.  Proposals  have  been  made  from  time  to  time,  and  are  re¬ 
flected  in  other  bills  before  your  committee,  which  would  increase  the  Federal 
share.  In  our  judgment,  the  effect  of  these  proposals  would  be  less  highway  con¬ 
struction  than  is  possible  under  the  traditional  50-50  matching  ratio.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  since  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  is  wholly  included  within 
the  regular  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  we  believe  that  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  States  should  continue  as  equal  partners  in  programs  for  the  improvement 
of  our  highway  systems. 

In  connection  with  the  bill  as  printed  we  wish  to  note  and  confirm  our  under¬ 
standing  of  advice  received  from  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  Mr. 
McGregor,  with  respect  to  an  agreed-upon  change  in  the  first  proviso  appearing  on 
page  3.  This  change  involves  substituting  for  the  words  “shall  be  deemed  to 
have  discharged”  appearing  in  line  5,  the  words  “may  discharge”;  striking  out 
the  word  “approved”  in  line  10;  and  inserting  in  line  12  after  the  word  “category” 
the  words  “approved  by  him”.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  supports  this  change. 
The  purpose  of  the  amended  proviso  is  twofold,  specifically  to  permit  the  States 
to  have  greater  flexibility  in  the  design  and  selection  of  secondary  road  projects 
and  to  obtain  the  most  expeditious  approval  of  such  projects,  provided  that 
Federal  approval  is  first  given  to  the  State  standards  and  procedures  under  which 
secondary  road  funds  will  be  spent. 

We  have  been  advised  that  questions  have  been  raised  as  to  why  the  authorities 
granted  by  the  bill  are  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  rather  than  in  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  and  whether  this  arrangement  is  appropriate. 
We  believe  that  the  bill  is  correctly  drawn  and  would  recommend  strongly  that  it 
not  be  changed  in  this  respect.  The  language  follows  one  of  the  most  important 
findings  of  the  first  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government,  namely,  that  executive  accountability  is  defeated  when  statutory 
authorities  are  vested  in  the  subordinates  of  the  heads  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ments.  In  consonance  with  that  finding,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1950 
transferred  the  statutory  functions  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  to  the 
Secretary.  Since  the  effective  date  of  the  reorganization  plan  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  has  provided  for  the  carrying  out  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs 
and  functions  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  its  head,  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads.  We  assume  that  these  existing  delegations  of  authority  will 
be  continued  in  their  present  form. 

Subject  to  the  considerations  set  forth  above,  you  are  advised  that  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.  R.  7818  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Rowland  Hughes,  Deputy  Director. 
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The  committee  has  considered  seriously  the  statements  of  the  wit¬ 
nesses  and  has  adopted  some  of  the  amendments  suggested  by  them 
and  took  no  action  on  others.  Witnesses  representing  the  airlines 
testified  regarding  the  segregation  of  revenue  derived  from  the  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  used  by  them.  Consideration  was  given  this 
subject;  however,  the  committee  decided  that  the  matter  would  re¬ 
quire  special  treatment;  therefore,  action  thereon  was  deferred.  The 
committee  believes  that  H.  R.  8127  contains  the  suggestions  made  by 
the  departments  and  other  persons,  which  would  help  in  perfecting  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program. 

A  brief  section-by-section  analysis  of  the  bill  is  set  forth  below: 

SECTION  1.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

Section  1  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $600  million 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957.  Said  annual  sum  would  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows:  $270  million  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system;  $180  million  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system;  and  $150  million  for  projects 
on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for 
projects  on  approved  extensions  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas.  This  division  is  on  the  same  percentage  basis  as 
provided  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Acts  of  1944,  1948,  1950,  and 
1952. 

In  arriving  at  the  total  authorization  of  $600  million  for  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program,  the  committee  took  into  consideration  the 
authorization  of  $550  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1954  and  1955 
by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  and  increased  construction 
costs  experienced  since  passage  of  the  1952  act. 

The  approximate  amounts  which  each  State  would  receive  of  the 
sums  authorized  by  sections  1  and  2  of  H.  R.  8127  have  been  computed 
and  are  shown  in  the  following  tables: 


Table  A. — Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  pursuant  to  H.  R.  8127 
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comparison,  the  apportionment 

Table  B 


ROAD  ACT 
for  the  1952  act 


State  or  Territory 

Primary 

highway 

system 

($247,500,000) 

Secondary  or 
feeder  roads 
($165,000,000) 

Urban . 
highways 
($137,500,000) 

Interstate 

system 

($25,000,000) 

Total 

$5, 217.  552 

3,  653,  303 

$4, 013,  898 

$1, 758,  127 

$532,  314 

$11,  551,  891 

2,  487,  990 

521, 973 

371,  953 

7,  035, 219 

4,  064,  364 

3,  254,  652 

750,  706 

414,318 

8,  484,  040 

11,  273,  990 
4,402,054 

1.  571,  238 

5,  808,  76i 

11,929,  002 

1, 154,  002 

30.  165,  758 

2,910, 172 
800,  250 

1,  115,  307 

448,  362 

8,  905,  895 

2,  598,  965 

161,  200 

5,  131.  653 

1,  200,  375 

800,250 

275,  217 

121,  250 

2,  397,  092 

3,  903,  613 

2,  550,  784 

2,  406,  316 

398,  804 

9,  259,  517 

6,  059,  367 

4,  627,  705 

1,  955,  727 

618,  094 

13,  260,  893 

3,  033  324 

2, 132,  917 

258.  267 

308,  736 

5,  733,  244 

9,  415,  818 

5,  833,  702 

5,  124.  593 

9,381,933 

963,234 

2 %  888,  578 

4,  020,  406 

3,  210,  481 

595,  500 

13,  660, 089 

5,  915,  625 
5,  950,  738 
4,  496,  820 

4,  328, 851 

1,  593,  160 

602,  769 

12,  440,  405 

4,  165,  742 

1,  261,  297 

605,  853 

11,  983,  630 

3,  736, 080 

1,  393.  596 

459,  028 

10,  085,  524 

3,  812,  021 

2,  759,  226 

1,  967, 149 
560,  854 

389,  375 

8,  927,  771 

2,  061, 148 

1,  474,  586 

210, 101 

4,  306,  689 

2, 151,  491 

1,  314,  877 

2,  277,  511 

220,  394 

5,964,303 

3,  102,  505 

1,  149,  426 

5,  585,  538 

6,  245.  790 

318,  932 

10,  156,  401 

7,  594,  942 
6,  444,  508 
4, 357,  237 

4,  633,  662 

776,  456 

19,  250,  850 

4,  545,  371 

2,  185,  224 
742,  978 

656,  907 

13,  832, 010 

3,  632,  971 

444,235 

9,  177.  421 
15,  981,  742 

7,  127,  588 

4,  822,  289 

3, 304,  889 

726,  976 

4,  957,  442 

3,  409, 119 

315,  997 

501,  310 

9,  186,  868 

4,  751,  285 

3,  369,  779 

787, 065 

483,  631 

9,  391,  760 

3,  174,  465 

2, 121,  392 

102,  203 

322,  835 

5,  720,  895 

New  Hampshire _ _ 

1,  200,  375 

800,  250 

397,  419 

121,  250 

2,  519,  294 

3, 175,  262 

1,  071,  050 

5,  874, 465 

326,  438 

10,  447,  215 
7,  601, 130 
35,  269,  586 
13,  561, 380 
6,  737, 058 
22,  497,  272 
11,002,623 
8, 635,  555 
26, 422,  712 
3, 081, 196 
7, 276, 763 
7, 211,681 
11,902,112 
34,  493,  576 
5,  548,  478 
2, 330,  825 
10,  823, 604 
9,  219, 393 
6, 156, 467 
13,069,301 
5,  578, 409 
3,  281,  209 
2, 451, 885 
3,  751, 138 

4,003,539 

2,749,711 

440,412 

407,  468 

11,527,309 
6,  048,  757 
3,  562,  057 
8,  609,  919 

4,  622, 354 

17,  937, 120 
1,  724,  427 
226,  915 
7,  765, 686 
1, 466, 130 
1, 076, 050 

1, 182, 803 
617, 527 
362, 325 
880,  712 

5, 170,  669 
2,  585,  761 

6,  240,  955 

5,  245,  994 

3, 755, 923 

534,  576 

4, 198,  212 
9,  582, 120 
1,  200, 375 
3,291,443 
3,  827,  991 
5,  293,  910 

2, 933, 480 

427,813 
981, 618 
121,  250 
335,  960 
389,370 

5, 699, 723 
800,  250 

10, 159,  251 
959, 321 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

2,  726,  238 
2, 733, 672 
4, 127,  446 

923, 122 
260,  648 

Tennessee _ _ 

1,  940,  548 

540, 208 

15, 842,  002 
2,  824, 094 
1,200,375 
4,  645,  445 
4,  064,  587 

10, 607, 168 
1,868, 149 
800,  250 

6, 428, 891 
568,  628 

1, 615, 515 
287,  607 
121,  250 
474,  439 
414, 845 

Utah  _ 

208,  950 

3,611,080 
2, 715, 106 
2, 330, 488 
4, 047,  423 
2, 068, 920 
800,  250 
800,  250 
1,327,682 

2, 092,  640 
2,  024,  855 
873. 369 

2, 678, 927 
5, 802, 073 
3, 053, 021 
1,200,375 
1, 200, 375 
1,269, 948 

273, 683 
591,  968 

2, 627, 837 
145,  912 

Wyoming  _ 

310,  556 
121,250 

District  of  Columbia _ 

1,159, 334 
451,260 

1, 153, 508 

The  bill  provides  that  the  sums  apportioned  to  each  State  under  the 
provisions  of  section  1  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  2  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  author¬ 
ized  and  that  any  money  so  apportioned  that  remains  unexpended  at 
the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse.  It  further  provides  that  such  sums 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of 
the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by 
formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  specific  projects.  It,  therefore,  would  follow  that  any  money 
not  expended  within  the  period  provided  by  the  law  would  lapse  and 
be  covered  into  the  Treasury.  These  provisions  are  identical  with 
those  concerning  the  period  of  availability  of  funds  authorized  by  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Acts  of  1948,  1950,  and  1952.  With  respect 
to  the  language  which  the  committee  has  approved  in  subsection  (c), 
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the  amount  authorized  thereunder  may  be  applied  for  projects  on 
approved  extensions  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  within 
urban  areas  provided  that  the  Federal  participation  in  such  projects 
shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

The  second  proviso  of  section  1  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  may  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  design, 
inspection,  and  construction  of  secondary  projects  upon  his  receipt 
and  approval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such 
projects  are  in  accord  with  the  State  standards  and  procedures  appli¬ 
cable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him.  The  purpose  of 
this  proviso  is  to  give  the  Secretary  discretionary  powers  with  respect 
to  secondary  roads,  and  to  permit  State  highway  departments  to  take 
over  to  a  substantial  extent  the  responsibilities  now  exercised  by  the 
Secretary.  This  should  reduce  detailed  administrative  procedures 
and  give  the  States  greater  latitude  in  connection  with  secondary 
roads.  Heretofore,  the  Secretary  has  been  required  to  exercise  specific 
)  duties,  prescribed  particularly  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act  approved 
November  9,  1921,  with  respect  to  the  various  steps  from  approval  of 
the  secondary  system  and  the  filing  of  a  project  statement  (now  termed 
“program”)  to  final  payment.  While  the  Secretary  may  thus  relieve 
himself  of  many  of  his  present  duties,  he  still  would  have  to  approve 
the  secondary  system,  and  the  States  would  still  be  subject  to  existing 
law  with  respect  to  maintenance.  It  is  assumed  that  he  would  make 
such  requirements  as  would  be  consonant  with  his  responsibilities  as 
the  disbursing  agent  of  large  sums  of  money.  Nevertheless,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  rely  fully  on  the  statement  or  statements  as  to  any  facts 
contained  therein,  if  such  statement  or  statements  are  certified  by  the 
State  highway  department.  These  powers  may  be  exercised  as  soon 
as  the  act  becomes  effective. 

Section  1  modifies  existing  law  and  procedures  with  respect  to 
transfer  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds.  It  would  permit  not  exceed¬ 
ing  25  percent  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  any  State  in  any  year 
for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
highway  systems,  respectively,  to  be  transferred  from  the  apportion¬ 
ment  under  one  system  to  either  of  the  others.  Such  transfer  would 
be  effective  only  when  requested  and  certified  by  the  State  highway 
)  department  as  being  in  the  public  interest,  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  This  new  provision  is  designed  in  the 
interest  of  flexibility;  however,  the  total  of  the  transfers  permitted 
shall  not  increase  the  original  apportionment  under  any  of  the  three 
systems  by  more  than  25  percent.  The  transfers  permitted  herein 
will  apply  not  only  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  but  also  to  the  provisions  of  the  1952  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act. 

SECTION  2.  INTERSTATE  HIGHWAYS 

Section  2  (a)  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
$200  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 
additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  for  the  purpose 
of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement, 
inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban 
areas.  The  sum  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  is  to  be  apportioned 
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among  the  several  States  in  the  following  manner:  one-half  in  the 
ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population 
of  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1 
percent  of  the  money  so  apportioned ;  and  one-half  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system.  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided  for 
by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
increased  to  60  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of 
the  remaining  40  percent  of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands, 
individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  percent  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such  lands 
in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area. 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  provided  for  a  50-50  match¬ 
ing  ratio.  The  committee  in  an  effort  to  stimulate  construction  on 
the  interstate  highway  system  approved  a  60  (Federal)  to  40  (State) 
ratio  for  the  2  fiscal  years  provided  for  in  this  bill. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  not  permitted  to  apportion  to  the 
States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30,  1954; 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the 
sum  authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not 
less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30,  1955. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  highway  users  feel  that 
all  revenue  from  the  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  should  be  expended 
for  highway  construction. 

The  availability  of  funds  for  the  interstate  highway  system  ($200 
million)  depends,  in  a  large  measure,  upon  the  continuation  of  the 
present  2-cent  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline.  The  committee  feels 
a  high  priority  should  be  given  to  interstate  highway  construction, 
as  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  amount  authorized  for  this  system 
was  increased  from  $25  million  in  the  1952  act  to  $200  million  per 
year.  The  question  of  continuing  the  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline 
at  2  cents  per  gallon  beyond  April  1,  1954,  is  a  matter  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Section  2  (b)  provides  that  any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
in  that  State  for  2  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which  such 
sums  are  authorized  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended 
upon  execution  of  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  under  the  section.  This  is 
the  same  grace  period  as  is  now  provided  with  respect  to  Federal -aid 
primary  and  secondary  funds. 

Under  subsection  (c)  any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under 
the  provisions  of  section  2  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the  period  during 
which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under  the  terms  of  subsection 
(b)  of  the  section  shall  lapse. 
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SECTION  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 
ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  3  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  highways  the  sum 
of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957.  The  authorization  in  section 
3  of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest  highways  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is  canceled.  Section  3  also  authorizes 
to  be  appropriated  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

With  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a 
timber-access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place 
convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction 
with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to 
present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such 
construction  or  reconstruction.  Hereafter  funds  available  for  forest 
^development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  vehicular 
parking  areas. 

The  appropriation  authorized  for  forest  highways  is  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of 
section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 


SECTION  4  (A).  PARK  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  4  (a)  provides  an  authorization  of  $10  million  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956  and  1957,  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads,  trails,  and  bridges  in 
national  parks  and  monuments  and  approach  roads  thereto,  including 
areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments. 
The  sums  authorized  are  the  same  in  amount  as  were  authorized  by 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  the  fiscal  years  1954  and  1955. 

SECTION  4  (B).  PARKWAYS 

Section  4  (b)  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $10  million  for  each  of  the 
jfiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956  and  1957,  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  parkways  over  lands  to  which 
title  is  vested  in  the  United  States. 


SECTION  4  (C).  INDIAN  ROADS 

Section  4  (c)  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $10  million  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956  and  1957,  for  the  construction, 
improvement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  bridges  within  Indian 
reservations  and  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands.  This  sum  is  the  same  as  was  authorized  for  the  same  purpose 
by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  the  fiscal  years  1954 
and  1955. 
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SECTION  5.  RAMA  ROAD  AND  INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

Section  5  continues  the  authorizations  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1952  for  the  Rama  Road  and  Inter- American  Highway  respec¬ 
tively,  for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  195G.  Xo  additional  funds  are 
authorized. 

Section  6  provides  that  all  or  part  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Acts 
specified  not  inconsistent  with  this  act  shall  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

Section  7  is  a  saving  provision  to  the  effect  that  if  any  section,  sub¬ 
section,  or  other  provision  of  this  act,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any 
person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  such  invalidity  shall  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  remainder  thereof. 

Section  8  provides  for  the  repeal  of  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  act  and  that  this  act  shall  take  effect  upon  its  passage. 

SECTION  9.  STUDY  OF  UTILITY  RELOCATION 

Section  9  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  directed  td 
make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway  departments  and 
other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  problems  posed  by  necessary 
relocation  and  reconstruction  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from 
authorized  highway  improvements.  Among  other  things,  such  a  study 
is  to  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing  relationships 
between  the  State  highway  departments  and  affected  utilities  of  all 
types,  and  a  review  of  the  various  State  statutes  regulating  existing 
relationships,  to  the  end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be 
made  to  the  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Section  10  is  a  definition  paragraph  and  provides  that  the  term 
“highway,”  as  defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  is 
to  be  deemed  to  include  “tunnels.” 

SECTION  11.  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SECONDARY  EXTENSIONS  IN  URBAN 

AREAS 

Section  1]  provides  organic  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  1  (c)  of  this  act. 

SECTION  12.  GREAT  RIVER  ROAD 

Section  12  authorizes  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  from  general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000  for 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate  planning  and  coordination  of 
a  continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing 
the  Mississippi  Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  general 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  of  July 
11,  1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recommended 
plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the  Congress  Novem¬ 
ber  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and  Interior  pursuant 
to  the  act  of  August  24,  1949  (Public  Law  262,  81st  Cong.).  The 
amount  expended  is  to  be  apportioned  among  the  10  States  bordering 
the  Mississippi  River  in  proportion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these 
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respective  States  for  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  highway  project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  therewith. 

Section  13  provides  that  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954.”- 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  proposed  by  the 
bill  are  shown  in  parallel  columns  as  follows: 


Existing  Law 

SECTION  1,  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 
OF  1952 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State 
under  the  provision  of  this  section  shall 
Vbe  available  for  expenditure  in  that 
'State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are 
authorized,  and  any  amount  so  appor¬ 
tioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end 
of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a 
sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal 
year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements 
with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1944 

(58  Stat.  838) 

Sec.  3.  *  *  *  Provided  further,  That 
any  of  such  funds  for  secondary  and 
feeder  roads  which  are  apportioned  to 
a  State  in  which  all  public  roads  and 
highways  are  under  the  control  and 
supervision  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  may,  if  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  jointly  agree  that  such  funds  are 
not  needed  for  secondary  and  feeder 
roads,  be  expended  for  projects  in  such 
State  on  the  Federal-aid  highway 
system. 


New  Language 

SECTION  1  OF  H.  R.  8127 

*  *  *  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any 
State  under  the  provision  of  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  ap¬ 
portioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a 
sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  ior  such  fiscal 
year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  Act:  Provided  further, 
That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 
plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  secondary  road  projects 
upon  his  receipt  and  approval  of  a  certi¬ 
fied  statement  by  the  State  highway 
department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 
design,  and  construction  for  such  proj¬ 
ects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards 
and  procedures  of  the  respective  States 
applicable  to  projects  in  this  category 
approved  by  him: 


*  *  *  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount 
apportioned  to  each  State  under  sub- 
paragraphs  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportion¬ 
ment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the 
apportionment  under  either  of  the  other 
subparagraphs:  Provided  further,  That 
such  transfer  is  requested  by  the  State 
highway  department  and  is  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being  in 
the  public  interest:  Provided  further. 
That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall 
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Existing  Law 


SECTION  2,  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY 
ACT  OF  1952 

For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways,  desig¬ 
nated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $25,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954,  and 
a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1955.  The  sum  herein 
authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
appoitioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for 
the  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  funds:  Provided,  That  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  any  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
be  determined  in  the  same  manner  as 
now  provided  by  law  for  projects  on 
said  Federal-aid  primary  system. 


New  Language 

not  increase  the  original  apportionment 
under  any  subparagraph  by  more  than 
25  per  centum:  Provided  further,  That 
the  transfers  hereinabove  permitted  for 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956, 
and  June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be 
permitted  on  the  same  basis  for  funds 
heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  prior  or  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  year:  And  provided  further, 
That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  authority 
contained  in  the  last  proviso  to  sub- 
paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 

SECTION  2  OF  H.  R.  8127 


Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expe-j 
diting  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways,  including 
extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas, 
designated  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  additional  sum  of  $200,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957.  The 
sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
several  States  in  the  following  manner: 
one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  pop¬ 
ulation  of  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the 
latest  available  Federal  census:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less 
than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half  in 
the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for 
apportionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-! 
Aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  ac¬ 
count  of  any  project  on  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total 
cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the 
remaining  40  per  centum  of  such  cost  in 
any  State  containing  unappropriated 
and  unreserved  public  lands  and  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and 
tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the 
total  area  Of  all  lands  therein,  equal  to 
the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area: 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
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Existing  Law 


SECTION  2,  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 
OF  1921 


New  Language 

Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the 
States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on 
gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than 
2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1954;  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States 
the  sum  authorized  by  this  section  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957, 
unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline 
in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30, 
1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that 
State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are 
authorized:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  upon 
execution  of  formal  agreements  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  specific  projects  under  this 
section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the 
States  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the  period 
during  which  it  is  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  under  the  terms  of  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

SECTION  10  OF  H.  R.  8127 


*  *  *  The  term  “highway”  includes  Sec.  10.  The  term  “highway”,  as  de¬ 
rights  of  way,  bridges,  drainage  struc-  fined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  High- 
tures,  signs,  guard  rails,  and  protective  way  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
structures  in  connection  with  highways,  212),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
but  shall  not  include  any  highway  or  shall  be  deemed  to  include  “tunnels”, 
street  in  a  municipality  having  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  or 
more  as  shown  by  the  last  available 
census,  except  that  portion  of  any  such 
highway  or  street  along  which  within  a 
distance  of  one  mile  the  houses  average 
more  than  two  hundred  feet  apart. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  488 

H.  R.  8127 

[Report  No.  1308] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  1, 1954 

Mr.  McGregor  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 

March  4, 1954 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 
on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 
respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 
the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 
838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse:  Provided ,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 
fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec- 


3 

1  retary  of  Commerce  for  tlie  improvement  of  specific  projects 

2  as  provided  by  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 

3  of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 

4  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 

5  commerce  may  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 

6  plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction  of  such  secondary 

7  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and  approval  of  a  certified 

8  statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth 

9  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are 

10  in  accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respective 

11  States  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved  by 

12  him:  Provided  further,  That  not  more  than  25  per  centum 

13  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  State  under  subpara- 

14  graphs  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred 

15  from  the  apportionment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the 

16  apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  subparagraphs: 

17  Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested  by  the 
16  State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Secretary 
16  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest:  Provided  fur- 

20  ther,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 

21  the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by 

22  more  than  25  per  centum:  Provided  further,  that  the  trans- 

23  fers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 

24  priated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same 
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basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  he  ap¬ 
propriated  for  any  prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed 
to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  the  last  proviso 
to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas, 
designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  hears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-Aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
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That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  40  per  centum  of 
such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  unre¬ 
served  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual 
and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  ap¬ 
portion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30,  1954;  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September 
30,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which 
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such  sums  are  authorized :  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  3.  Tor  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 : 
Provided,  That  the  authorization  in  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is  hereby  canceled;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $22,500,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  }7ear  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
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opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds 
available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also 
be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:  Provided  further, 
That  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) , 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  he 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  Any  unappropriated  balance  of  the  sums  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sections  5  and  6  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158),  for 
the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua  and  the  Inter- American  High¬ 
way,  respectively,  for  the  fiscal  years  1953  and  1954,  shall 
continue  to  he  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  purposes 
for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  1956. 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
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Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  7.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  8.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and 
this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruction  of 
public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  improvements 
authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things,  such  a  study 
shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing 
relationships  between  the  State  highway  departments  and 
affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various 
State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the  end 
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that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Sec.  10.  The  term  “highway”,  as  defined  in  section  2 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  “tunnels”. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as 
a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions 
through  urban  areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system,  pro¬ 
vided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  exten¬ 
sions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate 
planning  and  coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  River  Road 
and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley 
from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  general  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of  July  11, 
1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the 
Congress  November  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24,  1949 
(Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
from  general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000; 
the  amount  expended  under  this  section  shall  be  apportioned 


11 


1  among  the  ten  States  bordering  the  Mississippi  River  in  pro- 

2  portion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective  States  for 

3  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections  of  this 

4  highway  project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 

5  in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  there- 

6  with. 

7  Sec.  13.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 

8  Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  488 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3069 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  4  (legislative  day,  March  1),  1954 

Mr.  F  'erguson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

4  Section  1.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 

5  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 

6  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 

7  supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 

8  appropriated  the  sum  of  $1,125,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 

9  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
10  ending  June  30,  1957. 
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1  (b)  The  sum  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  for  each 

2  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

3  (1)  $425,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

4  primary  highway  system. 

5  (2)  $350,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

6  secondary  highway  system. 

7  (3)  $350,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

8  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 

9  on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 

10  within  urban  areas. 

11  (c)  One-half  of  the  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for 

12  each  fiscal  year,  respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 

13  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in 

14  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the 

15  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20, 


17  for  each  fiscal  year,  respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among 

18  the  several  States  in  the  ratio  which  the  motor  vehicle 

19  registrations  in  each  State  as  of  June  30  of  the  year  pre- 

20  ceding  the  commencement  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the 

21  apportionment  is  being  made,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 

22  of  Commerce,  bears  to  the  total  of  motor  vehicle  registrations 

23  in  all  of  the  States  as  of  such  date,  as  determined  by  the 

24  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

25  (d)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro- 
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visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  j^ear  for 
which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  appor¬ 
tioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall 
lapse.  The  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal 
year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  Act.  In  the  case  of  those  sums  apportioned  to 
any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
discharged  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  design, 
inspection,  and  construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects 
upon  his  receipt  and  approval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the 
State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  de¬ 
sign,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
the  approved  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respective 
States  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category. 

(e)  Not  more  than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount  ap¬ 
portioned  to  each  State  under  subsection  (b)  (1) ,  (b)  (2) , 
or  (b)  (3)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred  from  the 

apportionment  under  such  subsection  to  the  apportionment 
under  either  of  the  other  subsections.  Any  such  transfer 
must  be  requested  by  the  State  highway  department  con- 
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cerned  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being 
in  the  public  interest.  The  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not 
increase  the  original  apportionment  under  any  such  subsec¬ 
tion  by  more  than  25  per  centum.  Nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in 
the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  The  transfers  herein¬ 
above  permitted  for  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  June  30,  1957, 
shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same  basis  for  funds  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  prior 
or  subsequent  fiscal  year. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve,  as  a  part 
of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions  through 
urban  areas  connecting  points  on  that  s}^stem,  except  that 
Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  extensions  shall  be 
limited  to  funds  available  for  expenditures  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

NATIONAL  SYSTEM  OF  INTERSTATE  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways,  desig¬ 
nated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) ,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
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$900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(b)  One-half  of  the  sum  authorized  by  subsection  (a) 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  in  the  ratio  which  the  motor  vehicle  registrations  in 
each  State  as  of  June  30  of  the  year  preceding  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  apportionment 
is  being  made,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
bears  to  the  total  of  motor  vehicle  registrations  in  all  of  the 
States  as  of  such  date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  The  remaining  one-lialf  of  such  sum  shall  be 
apportioned  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  ap¬ 
portionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system. 

(c)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  proj¬ 
ect  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  75  per  centum. 

(d)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  he  available 
for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized.  Such 
funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  he  expended  in 
such  amounts,  and  at  such  times,  as  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  determine  that  the  recipient  State  has  actually 
incurred  contractual  obligations  thereunder  for  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  specific  projects. 
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(e)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  unexpended  at 
the  end  of  the  period  during  which  it  is  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  under  the  terms  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section 
shall  lapse. 

DEFENSE  HIGHWAYS,  INCLUDING  CIRCUMFERENTIAL 

HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  6  of  the  Defense  Highway  Act  of  1941  (55  Stat. 
765) ,  as  amended,  and  section  12  of  the  Federal- Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  as  amended,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
$100,000,000  to  remain  available  until  expended.  When¬ 
ever  any  project  for  the  construction  or  improvement  of  a 
circumferential  highway  around  a  city  or  of  a  radial  intracity 
route  thereto  submitted  by  any  State,  is  certified  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may 
designate,  as  being  important  for  civilian  or  military  defense, 
such  project  may  be  constructed  under  the  authorization  in 
this  section  and  in  accordance  with  the  conditions  contained 
therein.  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  for  the  construction  or  improvement  of  a  circum¬ 
ferential  highway  around  a  city  or  of  a  radial  intracity  route 
thereto  selected  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
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thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  40  per  centum 
of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  un¬ 
reserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  indi¬ 
vidual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area 
of  all  lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of 
such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat. 
218)  ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum 
of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $22,500,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  k  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(b)  With  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  re¬ 
construction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views  as 
to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or 
reconstruction. 

(c)  The  appropriations  authorized  by  subsection  (a) 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned  b}^  the  Secretary 
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of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

NATIONAL  PARK  ROADS,  PARKWAYS,  AND  INDIAN  ROADS 
Sec.  5.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  (1)  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  he  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  (2)  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) , 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
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1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  ap¬ 
propriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1957.  The  location,  type,  and  design  of  all 
roads  and  bridges  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce. 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 
Sec.  6.  Tor  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation  with 
Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway”,  approved  December  26,  1941  (55 
Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64 
Stat.  785) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  State  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 
authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  enable  the 
United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  governments  of  the 
American  Republics  situated  in  Central  America  in  the  sur¬ 
vey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  with¬ 
in  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid  Republics.  Not  to  exceed 
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one-third  of  the  appropriation  authorized  by  this  section  for 
each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended 
to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  such  highway  in  such 
country  or  countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity 
to  bear. 

ADVANCEMENT  OF  EFFECTIVE  DATES  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  7.  At  any  time  that  the  President  may  determine 
upon  advice  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  that  the 
level  of  national  employment  is  such  as  to  warrant  an  increase 
in  the  volume  of  highway  construction,  he  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  the  effective  dates  of  any  authorizations  in 
this  Act,  except  the  authorizations  in  section  6,  to  a  date  not 
more  than  one  year  earlier  than  the  dates  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  effective. 

CONSULTATION  WITH  FEDERAL  CIVIL  DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATOR 

Sec.  8.  In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consideration  is 
given  to  civil  defense  aspects  in  the  planning  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways  constructed  or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of 
Federal  funds,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  consult,  from  time  to  time,  with  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the  civil  defense  aspects  of 
highways  so  constructed  or  reconstructed. 
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RESEARCH 

Sec.  9.  (a)  In  order  to  clarify  and  supplement  the 
authority  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  now  has  for  carrying 
on  necessary  highway  research,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
in  his  discretion  to  engage  in  research  of  every  nature  and 
description,  consonant  with  the  objective  of  attaining  ade¬ 
quate  highway  systems  consisting  of  durable,  safe,  and 
low-cost  highways.  Without  limiting  the  generality  of  the 
foregoing  sentence,  the  Secretary,  in  connection  with  all 
phases  of  highway  construction,  reconstruction,  moderniza¬ 
tion,  development,  design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing, 
and  traffic  conditions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State 
laws,  is  authorized  to  conduct,  assist,  and  foster  research, 
investigation,  and  experimentation;  and  to  test,  develop,  or 
assist  in  the  testing  and  developing  of  any  material,  inven¬ 
tion,  patented  article,  or  process.  The  Secretary  may  carry 
out  the  authority  granted  by  this  subsection,  either  inde¬ 
pendently,  or  in  cooperation  with  any  other  branch  of  the 
Government,  State  agency,  authority,  association,  institution, 
corporation  (profit  or  nonprofit) ,  or  any  other  organization, 
or  person.  Whenever  any  research  is  carried  on  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  others,  the  Secretary  in  his  discretion  may  enter 
into  any  such  cooperative  effort,  with  or  without  entering 
into  a  contract  or  agreement.  If  the  Secretary  does  enter 
into  a  contract  or  agreement,  it  shall  contain  provisions 
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designed  fairly  and  equitably  to  protect  the  interests  of  each 
party  thereto.  The  Secretary  in  his  discretion  shall  dis¬ 
seminate  the  results  of  any  research  activity  to  the  extent 
that  he  feels  will  he  of  benefit  in  furthering  the  aforesaid 
objective.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  he  taken  out  of  the  administrative  and 
research  funds  authorized  by  section  21  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended.  The  provisions  of 
section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (41  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  5) 
shall  not  he  applicable  to  contracts  or  agreements  made 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  direc¬ 
ted  to  make  a  study  of  the  progress  and  feasibility  of  toll 
roads  with  particular  attention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such 
toll  roads  upon  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs,  and  to 
make  a  report  of  his  findings  including  recommendations  with 
respect  to  Federal  participation  in  toll  roads,  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  April  1,  1955.  Not  to 
exceed  $100,000  from  funds  available  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  expended  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection. 
STUDY  OF  RELOCATION  OF  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  NECESSITATED 
BY  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 
Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  in  a 
study  of  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and 
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reconstruction  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  high¬ 
way  improvements  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other 
things,  such  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  anal¬ 
ysis  of  existing  relationships  between  the  State  highway 
departments  and  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review 
of  the  various  State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships, 
to  the  end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to 
the  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  not  later  than  April  1,  1955. 

DRAFT  OF  NEW  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT 
Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  transmit  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  December 
31,  1954,  a  suggested  draft  of  a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal 
Highway  Act,  which  will  include  such  provisions  of  existing 
law,  and  such  changed  or  new  provisions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  advisable.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  report 
commenting  on  the  draft  of  hill  or  bills,  which  shall  include 
specific  reference  to  each  change  in,  or  omission  of,  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  existing  law. 

STATE  APPORTIONMENTS  AVAILABLE  FOR  STUDY  OF 

TOLL  ROADS 

Sec.  12.  Section  8  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “grade  cross¬ 
ing  eliminations”  the  words  “or  toll  roads”. 
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CONTINUANCE  IN  EFFECT  OF  PREVIOUS  FEDERAL-AID 

HIGHWAY  ACTS 

Sec.  13.  All  provisions  of  tlie  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  , 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29, 
1948  (62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect  and  shall  be  applicable  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

SEPARABILITY 

Sec.  14.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby. 

REPEAL  OF  INCONSISTENT  ACTS 

Sec.  15.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  16.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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Sena*  Aiken  defended  Secretary  Benson's  cost  figures  and  inserted  USDA  chzfrts 
explaining  the  costs  of  agricultural  and  related  programs,  including  the  pry6e 
support,  araj.  REA  programs,  and  said,  "I  believe  the  charts  mil  at  least  ciphrter- 
act  some  otN^he  vicious  charges  which  have  been  made  against  the  integrijjy  of  an 
honest  man"  ^op*  2518-25). 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  various  Minn,  farm  organization  resolutions  opposing 
the  reduction  iV dairy  price  supports,  favoring  direct  production  payments  for 
dairy  products,  ^demanding  90%  of  parity  for  dairy  farmers,"  favoring  lOOp  price 
supports  "on  farm  jSroducts"  and  extension  of  the  REA  Program,  opposing  LSale  of 
Government  povjer  projects,  favoring  extension  of  present  price  support  programs 
and  restricting  imports  of  oats,  barley,  rye  and  wheat, ■■■  and  proposing  employment 
of  agricultural  extensspn  agents  in  the  Sorest  Service  (pp.  ^hSO-2). 

SUGAR  AGREEMENT.  Sen.  Wile®-  announced  the  appointment  of  /  subcommittee  to  con¬ 
sider  the  International  Sugar  Agreement,  with  membership' consisting  of  Sens. 

Aiken  (chrmn.),  Gapehart,  Ferguson,  George  and  Mansfield.  It  is  expected  that 
the  subcommittee  will  hold  headings  on  the  agreement  fi*1  the  near  future,  (d. 

1232.) 


SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Gillette  inserted  and  discussed  correspondence  with  USDA,  and 
the  Labor  and  Interior  Departments ,\wherein  he /urged  swift  action  to  establish  a 
system  where!)  y  surplus  foods  can  beNnore  readily  distributed  to  needy  American 
citizens,  particularly  unemployed  persons  apu  elderly  people  receiving  inade¬ 
quate  pensions  (pp.  2g8ii-6). 

to  Sen0  Maybsnk 

TOBACCO  ALLOTMENTS •  Sen,  Clements  inser^edNa  constituent's  telegran^/f avoring 
S.  3050,  to  increase  penalty  rates  on/xobacoq  grown  in  excess  of  allotments 
(p.  2^27). 

APPROPRIATIONS .  Received  a  Budget/Bure au  letter  \eporting  that  USDA' s  appropria¬ 
tion  for  fighting  forest  fi.res  for  the  1955  fiscal,  year  had  been  reapportioned  on 
a  basis  which  indicates  a  necessity  for  a  supplemental  estimate;  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  (p,  2k79}* 

TRANSPORTATION .  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee 
ordered  reported  to  the>full  committee,  with  amendments, Vi.  R.  3792,  to  author¬ 
ize  the  ICC  to  revoke yoranend,  under  certain  conditions,  water-carrier  certifi¬ 
cates  and  permits  (pyD232). 

HAWAII  STATEHOOD.  /Continued  debate  on  S.  59,  to  grant  statehood  to  Hawaii  (pp. 
2588-93,  2^01-11 

TREATIES.  Sen*  Wiley  inserted  a  New  York  Herald  Tribune  article  summarizing  the 
various  vote's  on  S,  J.  Res.  1,  to  restrict  the  r  resident's  treaty  power  (pp.  2586- 
7). 

Sen/" Ferguson  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,  S.  3067,  which  would  require  the 
State  Department  to  transmit  to  the  Senate  within  30  days  the  text  of  any\execu- 
tive  Agreement  to  which  this  country  is  a  party  (p.  2583). 


RECESSED  until  Mon,,  Mar.  8  (p.  2531),  when  it  will  consider  the  Hawaii 
11  (p.  D231). 


state\ood 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

21.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Carlson  inserted  Philip  Young’s  statement  before  the  Senate  Po; 

Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  on  the  employee  security  program  which  included 
a  odiart  showing  breakdown  by  departments  and  agencies  of  dismissals  (pp.  lTph-lOj) 
■, 'Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep c  Multer  urging  additional-  compensation  f^r  fed¬ 
eral  \orkers  (p.  A1730)o 


22.  SURPLUS  PQODfe.  Sen®  Humphrey  inserted  a  New  York  Times  editorial,  "Foou  and 

Hunger"  emphasizing  the  need  for  greater  utilization  of  surplus  food/(pp.  a1711i- 


5)« 


23 •  FORESTS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Yorty  favoring  increased  fare  protection  on 
watershed  of  Los  Angeles  County  and  inserting  a  Board  of  Supervisors  (los 
Angeles)  resolution  requesting  increased cpnropiiations  for  the/ Forest  Service 
(pp.  A1722-3). 


2h»  RESEARCH;  EXTENSION  mffiK.  Rep.  Frelinghuysen  inserted  ])r/ William  H.  Martin’s, 
Rutgers  University’/  memorandum  supporting  President  Eisenhower's  recommendation 
for  increased  grants  for  agricultural  research  and  extension  work  (p.  A1732). 


25.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Smith  (Mis.)  inserted  J.  B / Gunlogson1 s  article  stating- 
the  need  for  coordination  oi  soil  conservation  wi^n  other  good  practices, 
"elimination  of  duplication  arid  cross-firing  between  services,"  prevention  of 
political*  "exploitation  of  on^the-farm  services,'"  and  that  the  "Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  and  the  Extension  \ervice  is  a  typical  illustration  of  the  most  un¬ 
necessary  overlapping  organizations "  (pp.  l\Ylh3-h)  • 


26.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  Hoey  inserted  a  constituent’s  article  opposing  statehood  for 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  (p.  A17lU)« 

Del.  Farrington  inserted  two  articles  favoring,  statehood  for  Hawaii  and 
Alaska  (pp.  A1731-2). 


BILLS  INTRODUCED’ 


27.  ROADS.  S.  3069,  by  Sene  Ferguson,  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid.  Road 

Act  approved  July  II,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  aut.  » 
orize  appropriations  f or  continuing  the  construction  of  highways 5  ±0  Public  works 
Committee  (p,  2U82).  Remarks  of  author  (pp,  21*82-3).. 


28.  .  aTeR  RESOURCES .  S.  30 70,  by  Sen.  Barrett,  to  goverX  the  control,  appropriation, 


use,  and  distribution/fef  water;  to  interior  and  Insider  Affairs  Committee  (o. 

’  2U82). 


29.  MII'MjRaL  LANDS.  S^/3071,  by  Sen.  Barrett,  to  amend  the  ac-fiv authorizing  agricultural 
entries  under  the  nonmineral  land  laws  of  certain  mineral \ands  in  order  to  in¬ 
crease  the  limitation  with  respect  to  desert  entries- made  u\lersuch  act  to  320 
acres;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p.  2U82 ) • 


30.  FORESTS.  N\R.  8225,  by  Rep.  Baker,  to  establish  public  use  of  the  national  for¬ 
ests  as  /  policy  of  Congress;  to  Agriculture  Committee. (p.  2581) 


31.  MiiRKET^nlG .  H.R.  6226,  by  Rep.  Coaley,  to  encourage  the  improvement  ^nd  develop- 
mentr  of  marketing  facilities  for  handling  perishable  agricu.ltural  commodities ; 
t o/Agriculture  Committee  (p.  2581). 
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DIRECT  PRODUCTION  PAYMENTS 

FORC'D  AIRY  PRODUCTS— RESOLU¬ 
TION 5>F  ROCK  CREEK  BOOSTERS 

CLUB,  ROCK  CREEK,  MINN. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous consent  that  a  resolution 
adopted  by  tnK  Rock  Creek  Boosters 
Club,  Rock  CreeN  Minn.,  at  its  meeting 
on  February  9,  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  appropriately  referred.  The  reso¬ 
lution  expresses  approval  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  direct  production  payments  for 
dairy  products. 

There  being  no  objectidh,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  andKordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  following  resolution  was  unanimously 
adopted  at  the  February  meeting  \f  the 
Rock  Creek  Boosters  Club  held  at  the  C. 
Edwin  Peterson  farm  home  on  February  9, 
1954: 

“Whereas  the  Secretary  of  the  Unite? 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  Ezra  Taft' 
Benson  has  declared  he  will  seek  a  reduc¬ 
tion  from  90  to  75  percent  of  parity  on  dairy 
products;  and 

“Whereas  the  dairy  farmers  of  the  north¬ 
west  are  greatly  disturbed  by  the  act  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  singling  out  the 
dairy  farmer  for  such  drastic  cut  in  his 
income;  and 

“Whereas  the  farmers  cost  of  operating 
his  farm  is  at  its  highest  peak,  as  to  tractors, 
farm  machinery,  repairs,  gas  labor,  taxes, 
etc.;  and 

"Whereas  the  present  method  of  handling 
by  the  Government  the  purchasing  and  stor¬ 
ing  of  dairy  products  are  not  feasible  nor 
economical:  Therefore  be  it 

"Resolved,  That  we  favor  the  principle  of 
direct  production  payments  for  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  there  by  consuming  all  the  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  at  its  market  place;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution 
be  forwarded  to  our  Senators  and  Congress¬ 
men,  United  States  Capitol,  Washington, 
D.  C.” 

John  E.  Johnson, 
President,  Rock  Creek,  Minn. 

Mrs.  Ervin  Nelson, 
Secretary,  Pine  City,  Minn. 

After  the  meeting  adjourned  the  follow¬ 
ing  members  signed  the  resolution  and  are 
on  file  with  the  secretary: 

.  John  E.  Johnson,  Rock  Creek,  Minn.; 
JGunnard  Shoberg,  Rush  City,  Minn.; 
Clifford  Shoberg,  Rush  City,  Minn.;  Ernest 
Olson,  Rush  City,  Minn.;  Gust  Christenson, 
Rush  City,  Minn.;  Elmer  Johnson,  Rush, 
City,  Minn.;  C.  Edwin  Peterson,  Pine  City 
Minn.;  Harold  E.  Peterson,  Pine  City,  Minj 
Ervin  L.  Nelson,  Pine  City,  Minn.;  La 
Baum,  Pine  City,  Minn.;  Mrs.  Alice  Nelson, 
Pine  City,  Minn.;  Mrs,.  Harold  Petersoi/  Pine 
City,  Minn.;  Mrs.  C.  E.  Peterson,  Pijie  City, 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Freda  Johnson,  Rock  Creek, 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Hannah  Johnson,  Hush  City, 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Edith  Christenson, /Rush  City! 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Mabel  Shoberg /Rush  City! 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Margaret  Olson*;  Rush  City! 
Minn.;  Mrs.  Viola  Baum,  Pinfe  City,  Minn. 


OF  /AGRICULTURAL 
ENTS  —  RESOLU- 
OF  DIRECTORS, 
COMMERCE,  DU- 


EMPLOYMENT 
EXTENSION 
TION  OF  BOA 
CHAMBER 
LUTH, 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  _ 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
printed  iiythe  Record  and  appropriately 
referred/a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Board  at  Directors  of  the  Duluth,  Minn., 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  on  February  23, 


proposing  the  employment  of  Agricul¬ 
tural  Extension  Agents  in  the  Forestry 
Division  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  Duluth  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  through  its  agricultural  council  and 
its  forestry  committee,  is  cognizant  of  the 
vast  amount  of  privately  owned  land  in 
northeastern  Minnesota  which  is  suitable  for 
forestry  purposes,  such  as  production  of 
pulp,  fence  posts,  veneer,  and  saw  logs,  which 
would  supplement  other  regular  farm  in¬ 
come;  and 

Whereas  those  owning  such  lands  are  in 
need  of  technical  assistance  to  aid  them  in 
planning  a  well  managed,  long-range  forestry 
program;  and 

Whereas  such  special  assistance  has  been 
made  available  in  Itasca  County  by  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  an  extension  agent  in  forestry, 
demonstrating,  beyond  all  doubt,  the  value 
of  such  technical  assistance  in  forestry  to 
‘  private  land  owners. 

herefore  the  Duluth  Chamber  of  Com- 
metee,  through  its  agricultural  council 
forestry  committee,  resolves  that  the  Cor 
gress  of  the  United  States  give  very  serl/is 
consideration  to  the  matter  of  shifting 
isting  funds  within  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  would  permit  employment  of 
agriculturafy  extension  agents  in  forestry; 
that  these  agents  in  forestry  be  /cated  in 
the  agricultural  extension  offices  /f  the  sev¬ 
eral  counties  ip  northeasterly  Minnesota, 
working  and  cooperating  witl/tlie  agricul¬ 
tural  extension  agent  and  otWer  cooperating 
agencies  to  develop  a  lor/-range  forestry 
management  programs,  which  would  benefit 
not  only  the  private  hum  owner  who  has 
land  suitable  for  growt/ of  trees,  but  would 
benefit  society  in  gen/al  by  making  greater 
and  wiser  use  of  ou?  natural  resources;  be 
it  further 

Resolved,  That  ahpies  of  thisVesolution  be 
sent  to  our  Cc/gressmen  and  Senators  in 
Washington,  aira  that  a  copy  be  s^nt  to  the 
Director  of  Extension  at  University  Farm, 
St.  Paul,  Mi/n. 

\ 

RESOUtJTIONS  OF  ROSEAU  COUNTY 


RESOLUTIONS  OF  OKLEE  FAR? 

UNION,  LOCAL  157,  OKLEE,  MINN. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  Pre/dent,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  t/o  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Oklee  Farmers 
Union  Local,  No.  157,  Okie/  Minn.,  on 
February  12,  favoring  a  pj/ce  support  of 
100  percent  of  parity  on/farm  products, 
and  extending  the  R/a  program,  be 
printed  in  the  Record/ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  were  ordered/to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follov 

Oklee,/inn.,  February  18,  1954. 
Hon.  Hubert  H /Humphrey, 

Senate  Offyce  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  When  we,  the  members 
of  the  Ok/e  Farmers  Union  Local,  No.  157, 
Red  Lak/  County,  in  a  meeting  assembled 
on  Frid/r,  February  12,  1954,  the  following 
resolutions  were  passed  representing  our  144 
#ers: 

“resolution  i 

‘‘A  resolution  was  passed  asking  a  support 
rice  of  100  percent  of  parity  on  all  farm 
products  including  perishables  with  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  or  production  controls  if  nec¬ 
essary. 

“Therefore  we  urge  you  to  vote  and  strongly 
support  this  legislation  when  it  comes  up 
in  Congress.” 

“resolution  2 

“We  favor  extension  of  the  REA  program 
and  further  development  of  dam  sites  and 
hydroelectric  power  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Cooperatives  and  municipalities  to 
have  first  preference  of  such  power.  We  are 
opposed  to  the  proposed  plan  where  coopera¬ 
tives  would  be  required  to  estimate  their 
power  needs  for  20  years  in  advance.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  estimate  the  needs 
for  even  a  short  time  in  advance  due  to  the 
rapid  increase  of  power  needs.” 

Therefore  we  urge  you  to  strongly  support 
the  extension  of  the  REA  and  to  strongly 
oppose  and  vote  against  the  new  power  policy 
on  the  proposed  plan  requiring  20  years  ad¬ 
vancement  estimates  of  power  needs  when  it 
comes  up  in  Congress. 

Oklee  Farmers  Union  Local, 

Mrs.  Alfred  Syrtveit, 

Secretary -Treasurer. 


/(MINN.)  FARMERS  UNION 


\ 


HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  two  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Roseau  County 
'Farmers  Union,  favoring  a  price  support 
of  100  percent  on  farm  commodities,  and 
opposing  the  selling  out  of  Government 
projects  to  private  power  companies,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Roseau  County  Farmers  Union, 
Roseau,  Minn.,  February  18,  1954. 
Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey  :  At  our  last 
Farmers  Union  County  Board  meeting  we 
passed  these  two  resolutions: 

“The  Roseau  County  Farmers  Union  Board, 
representing  800  farm  families,  goes  on  rec¬ 
ord  favoring  a  price  support  of  100  percent 
or  full  parity  on  all  farm  commodities” 

“The  Roseau  County  Farmers  Union  Board 
goes  on  record  opposing  the  selling  of  our 
Niagara  Falls  or  any  other  Government  proj¬ 
ect  to  any  private  power  company  for  gen¬ 
erating  purposes.” 

Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Tilford  Wicklander, 

Secretary. 


RESOLUTION  OF  PINE  ROCK 
GRANGE  775,  PINE  CITY,  MINN. 

'■'Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask'unanimous  consent  that  a  resolution 
adopted  by  Pine  Rock  Grange,  No.  775, 
Pine  C^ty,  Minn.,  on  February  17,  de- 
manding^  90  percent  of  parity  for  dairy 
farmers,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Pine  City,  ^inn.,  February  18,  1954. 
Hon.  Senator  Hubert  Humphrey; 

The  Pine  Rock  Grange,  No.  775,  at  their 
meeting  on  February.  17,  passed  a  resolu¬ 
tion  demanding  90  percent  parity  for  the 
dairy  farmers  and  instructed  me  to  send  you 
a  copy  of  same. 

Pine  Rock  Change,  No.  775. 

Joe  Karas,  Secretary. 


RESOLUTIONS  OF  GOOD  HOPE  LO¬ 
CAL,  MINNESOTA  FARMERS  UNION 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  Presidents  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  two  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Minnesota  Farmers 
Union,  Good  Hope  local,  on  February 
to  extend  the  present  price-support  pro2 
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gram,  and  concerning  the  imports  of 
oats,  barley,  rye,  and  wheat,  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

We,\  the  95  family  members  of  the  Minne¬ 
sota  Farmers  Union,  Good  Hope  local,  Pen- 
ningtoii County,  Minn.,  at  local  meeting  held 
at  B.  F.  Bleswenger  home  February  17,  1954, 
offer  the  Ipllowing  resolutions: 

“resolution  i 

“1.  We  urge  that  our  Congressmen  and 
Senators  extend  the  present  price-support 
program  untilNlts  committees  can  develop  a 
program  that  Will  give  the  farmers  100  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  Vhich  will  be  fair  to  pro¬ 
ducers  and  consumers  alike. 

"2.  We  urge  that  Congress  take  account 
of  the  Secretary  ok  Agriculture  setting  the 
price  of  dairy  products  at  75  percent  of 
parity  and  have  therh  moved  up  to  present 
levels  which  expire  March  31,  1954. 

“3.  We  are  agreed  that  food  occupies  a 
position  in  the  present  international  situa¬ 
tion,  where  it  is  properly\classified  as  a  de¬ 
fense  weapon. 

“We  urge,  therefore,  thVt  congressional 
policies  be  written  which  will  specify  the 
upper  and  lower  limits  of  the  reserves  of 
food  and  fibers  and  other  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  which  are  necessary  to  be\  maintained 
in  the  national  interest,  but  thM;  such  re¬ 
serves  should  be  surrounded  by  Safeguards 
which  will  effectively  insulate  them.  Farm¬ 
ers  should  not  be  forced  to  assume\he  cost 
and  other  burdens  of  such  reserved,  when 
they  are  created  in  the  national  interest.” 

“RESOLUTION  2 

“1.  We  urge  our  Congressmen  and  sen-, 
ators  deal  promptly  with  the  imports  of  oats; 
barley,  rye,  and  wheat,  when  these  impor] 
of  grains  endanger  the  interests  of  the  fan 
ers  and  the  Government. 

“2.  These  imports  are  a  direct  abug6  of 
price-support  program. 

“We  urge  once  more  that  Congress  take 
appropriate  and  prompt  action  to  halt  the 
imports  of  farm  commodities  that/prevent 
attainment  of  the  goal  of  parity  prices.’’ 

Joe  Johnson,  J 

President. 

Mrs.  C.  H.  BEISwiNGER, 

f  Secretary. 

EXCISE  TAX  ON  TELEPHONE  SERV¬ 
ICE — RESOLUTION  OF  BRAHAM 

FARMERS  MUTUAL  TELEPHONE 

ASSOCIATION,  BRAHAM,  MINN. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  /  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  by  tl/e  Braham  Farmers 
Mutual  Telephone/Association,  Braham, 
Minn.,  at  their  annual  meeting,  urging 
the  elimination  ;6f  the  15-percent  Fed¬ 
eral  excise  tax  hn  telephone  service,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  beinri  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to'  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  /ollows: 

Stancheteld,  Minn.,  February  23,  1954. 
Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  ,6ir:  At  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
Braham  Farmers  Mutual  Telephone  Associ¬ 
ation  Ahe  resolution  written  below  was  de- 
cide<y  on  in  committee.  The  chairman,  Mr. 

A.  Pearson,  reported  to  the  directors 
{ delegates  in  regular  session.  This  direc- 
to/  organization  represents  11  rural  tele- 
lone  companies  around  the  Braham,  Minn., 
area. 


On  motion  seconded,  and  carried /L.  L. 
Schaeffer,  secretary,  was  ordered  to/spread 
on  records  said  motion;  and  to  sen d  a  copy 
to  each  Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  Hon. 
Edward  Thye.  and  Hon.  Roy 

“Whereas  there  is  now  imposed  a  Federal 
excise  tax  of  15  percent  of  telephone  service 
which  imposes  a  severe  and,  we  think,  an 
unjust  burden  and  additional  dost  on  all  tel¬ 
ephone  users,  local  as  well  as/long  distance. 
This  tax  steps  up  to  25  percent  on  calls  over 
24  cents  charge.  Since  this/  tax  as  it  is  now 
applied  has  a  crippling  effdct  on  small  inde¬ 
pendent  companies,  it  should  receive  the 
consideration  of  the  yax-making  bodies: 
Therefore  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  we /the  directors  of  the 
Braham  Farmers  Mutual  Telephone  Associ¬ 
ation,  in  annual  meeting  assembled,  and 
representing  210  rural  telephone  stations,  do 
hereby  respectfully  urge  the  elimination  or 
reduction  of  thes/ discriminatory  taxes.’’ 
Respectfully  submitted. 

/  L.  L.  Schaeffer, 
Secretary,  Braham  Farmers  Mutual  Tele¬ 
phone  As/ociation,  Braham,  Minn. 


REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  fallowing  report  of  a  committee 
was  submitted: 

By  idr.  YOUNG,  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry: 

S.  2911.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  sound  and  profitable  domestic 
wo01  industry  under  our  national  policy  of 
expanding  world  trade,  to  encourage  in- 
./eased  domestic  production  of  wool  for  our 
National  security,  and  for  other  purposes; 
/with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  1044). 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  FLANDERS: 

3.  3068.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Universal  Mili¬ 
tary  Training  and  Service  Act,  as  amended, 
relative  to  the  process  of  selection,  and  for 
other,  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Servici 

Mr.  FERGUSON: 

S.  3069l  A  bill  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to 'authorize  appropriations  for  con¬ 
tinuing  the  \constructlon  of  highways,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Pub 
lie  Works. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Ferguson  when  he 
introduced  the  a^jove  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.)  _ 

By  Mr.  BARNETT: 

S.  3070.  A  bill  to\govern  the  control,  ap¬ 
propriation,  use,  ana^  distribution  of  water; 
and 

S.  3071.  A  bill  to  amekd  the  act  authorizing 
agricultural  entries  under  the  nonmineral 
land  laws  of  certain  mineral  lands  in  order 
to  increase  the  limitatioV  with  respect  to 
desert  entries  made  under*,  such  act  to  320 
acres;  to  the  Committee  on  interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HENDRICKSO: 

S.  3072.  A  bill  for  the  relief\of  Spirodon 
Karousatos;  and 

S.  3073.  AA  bill  for  the  relief  of  Julius 
Rutigliano  (Giulio  Rutigliano);  t<\the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  BEALL: 

S.  3074.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Feder^J  Civil 
Defense  Act  of  1950  to  authorize  the  di; 
of  certain  Federal  surplus  property  to  9(tate 
and  local  units  of  the  United  States  Civil 
Defense  Corps;  to  the  Committee  on  Arm) 
Services, 
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DEVELOPMENT  OF  FEDERAL 
HIGHWAYS 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
which  I  believe  will  provide  adequate 
funds  from  the  Federal  Government  for 
the  development  of  the  Nation's  high¬ 
ways.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  make 
a  brief  statement  in  connection  with  the 
bill. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  f erred;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Senator  from  Michigan  may 
proceed. 

The  bill  (S.  3069)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Ferguson, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  no  substantial  disagreement 
about  the  need  for  much  swifter  an, 
broader  action  in  the  development  and  ’ 
maintenance  of  our  national  highway 
system.  The  need  is  great,  and  bold  ac¬ 
tion  is  required.  This  bill  authorizes 
bold  action. 

The  bill  provides  a  total  of  $2,208,000,- 
000  for  each  of  the  2  fiscal  years,  1956 
and  1957,  for  the  Federal  share  of  our 
highway  program. 

On  the  principal  Federal-aid  systems, 
where  funds  are  matched  by  State  and 
local  agencies,  this  bill  proposes  $2,175,- 
000,000  against  authorizations  in  the 
1952  act  of  $575  million  for  each  year. 

A  large  increase  is  proposed  in  funds 
available  for  the  national  system  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways,  from  $25  million  to 
$900  million.  Large  increases  are  also 
proposed  for  the  Federal  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  primary  highways  in  urban 
area  systems. 

The  bill  I  have  introduced  would  also 
authorize  the  sum  of  $100  million 
defense  highways,  including  circumfer;'  *  L 
ential  highways  around  a  city  or  intra¬ 
city  radial  routes.  I  believe  this  is  an 
important  authorization  in  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  it  will  make  funds  available  for 
development  of  necessary  civil  defense 
highways.  These  highways,  necessary 
also  in  the  everyday  development  of  our 
cities,  would  also  play  a  vital  role  in 
military  and  civil  defense  should  such  a 
need  ever  arise.  They  too,  would  be 
invaluable  as  evacuation  routes,  and, 
also  as  means  of  bringing  support  and 
assistance  to  areas  affected  in  case  of  a 
bombing  attack.  I  believe  this  Nation 
will  be  much  better  off  if  we  construct 
evacuation  highways  for  civil  defense 
which  can  also  be  used  every  day  rather 
than  build  bomb  shelters  that  we  hope 
will  never  be  used. 

In  addition  to  these  features,  which  I 
believe  mark  a  positive,  constructive  and 
adequate  approach  to  our  highway  prob¬ 
lem,  this  bill  contains  highly  desirable 
new  legislative  features. 

First.  The  funds  authorized  in  the  bill 
would  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
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United  States  Army,  retired,  at  the  Anniston, 
Ala.,  High  School  Armistice  Day  celebration. 

By  Mr.  HENDRICKSON: 

Address  on  the  Eisenhower  housing  pro¬ 
gram,  delivered  on  February  24,  1954,  at 
Washington,  D.  C.,  by  Charles  E.  Slusser, 
Commissioner  of  the  Public  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration. 

By  Mr.  HOEY: 

Statement  by  W.  L.  Totten,  Sr„  of  Durham, 
N.  C..  on  the  subject  of  Alaskan  and  Hawaiian 
statehood. 

By  Mr.  MANSFIELD: 

Article  from  America  for  February  27.  1954, 
relative  to  proposed  revision  of  United  Na¬ 
tions  Charter. 

By  Mr.  HUMPHREY: 

Editorial  entitled  “Food  and  Hunger,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  New  York  Times  of  January 
18,  1954. 


DECLARATION  OP  UNITED  STATES 
SOVEREIGNTY  OVER  AREAS  OP 
THE  ANTARCTIC  CONTINENT 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
cently  I  have  noted  the  interest  being- 
taken  by  the  press  and  radio  in  my 
resolution,  Senate  Joint  Resolution  127, 
declaring  United  States  sovereignty  over 
u'tain  areas  of  the  huge  Antarctic  Con- 
.nent.  This  resolution  is  a  companion 
measure  to  House  Joint  Resolution  353, 
introduced  in  this  Congress  and  in  prior 
Congresses  by  Representative  Tollef- 
son,  of  Washington.  In  section  1  of 
the  joint  resolution,  specific  meridians, 
90°  to  150°  west  longitude,  are  given 
as  boundaries  of  an  area  which  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  have  explored  and  w7hich 
has  not  yet  been  claimed  by  any  other 
country.  Under  section  2  of  the  joint 
resolution,  all  other  American  explored 
lands  are  included,  and  the  President 
is  requested  to  take  necessary  steps 
leading  toward  negotiation  for  the  rec¬ 
ognition  of  our  claims  in  the  areas 
which  have  been  explored  by  Ameri¬ 
cans,  but  which  today  he  within  the  for¬ 
mal  raper  claims  of  other  nations.  I 
mention  these  two  main  sections  of  the 
joint  resolution  because  in  some  press 
accounts  the  distinction  between  them 
has  not  always  been  clearly  understood. 
In  taking  action  on  a  measure  of  this 
md,  the  Congress  will  not  in  any  way 
encroach  upon  the  conduct  of  foreign 
affairs,  which  is  rightly  in  the  hands  of 
the  executive  branch  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment;  but  especially  in  regard  to  the 
tract  not  claimed  by  any  other  nation, 
the  Congress  quite  properly  has  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  pass  upon  the  declaration 
of  our  sovereignty.  I  hope  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  will  soon  find  an 
opportunity  to  consider  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  por¬ 
tion  of  a  newscast  by  David  Wills  over 
the  National  Broadcasting  Co.  network 
on  February  16,  1954,  on  the  program 
Three  Star  Extra,  originating  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C.  I  believe  the  commentator 
is  to  be  commended  for  his  research 
work  in  connection  with  claims  of  the 
United  States  as  to  parts  of  the  Antarc¬ 
tic  Continent. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Bills  have  been  Introduced  in  Senate  and 
House  to  declare  American  sovereignty  over 
parts  of  the  Antarctic  Continent,  specifically 


the  area  between  the  90th  and  150th  meridi¬ 
ans  of  longitude.  This  incidentally,  is  the 
worst  stretch  of  coast  on  that  whole  frigid 
continent.  No  one  has  ever  landed  upon  it 
from  the  sea,  and  no  other  country  claims  it. 

Up  to  now  the  American  official  position 
has  been  that  while  we  do  not  claim  any 
land  in  Antarctica,  we  reserve  the  right  to 
make  any  claims  we  wish  and  meanwhile 
we  don’t  recognize  the  claims  of  any  other 
country. 

The  Argentinians,  the  Chileans,  and  the 
English  keep  up  a  running  quarrel  over  that 
part  of  Antarctica  opposite  South  America, 
tear  each  others’  huts  down,  sail  a  cruiser 
by  to  show  strength,  but  never  get  too  rough. 

The  Norwegians,  English,  Australians,  New 
Zealanders,  and  the  French  have  mutually 
recognized  each  others’  claims,  some  of  them 
rather  tenuous;  only  one  New  Zealander  has 
ever  even  seen  the  place. 

The  Russians  thought  they  had  a  brave 
right  since  1820  when  an  explorer  named 
a  cape  Alexander  the  First  Land,  but  it 
turned  out  to  be  only  an  island. 

While  no  one  lives  in  Antarctica,  10,000 
men  visit  it  yearly  for  whaling,  and  a  land 
mass  twice  the  size  of  the  United  States 
must  have  abundant  minerals.  The  ice 
caps  make  them  unworkable  right  now,  but 
who  knows  what  technological  progress  and 
atomic  power  may  make  possible  in  the 
future.  A  couple  of  centuries  ago  when  the 
beaten  French  had  to  choose  between  ceding 
a  couple  of  Caribbean  islands  or  Canada  to 
the  English,  they  kept  the  then  rich  islands 
and  surrendered  the  unwanted  colds  of 
Canada;  now  a  fabulously  wealthy  nation. 

The  wealth  of  Antarctica  may  some  day 
be  opened  up,  and  America  will  want  her 
share,  earned  by  many  brave  and  successful 
explorations. 


SURPLUS  FOODS  FOR  NEEDY 
AMERICANS 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  on 
February  3,  I  addressed  identical  letters 
to  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture,  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education  and  Welfare, 
urging  swift  action  to  establish  a  sys¬ 
tem  whereby  surplus  foods  in  Govern¬ 
ment  stocks  can  be  more  readily  dis¬ 
tributed  to  needy  American  citizens,  par¬ 
ticularly  unemployed  persons  and  elderly 
people  receiving  inadequate  pensions  and 
insurance,  and  requesting  that  the  De¬ 
partments  assign  staff  experts  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  me  in  drafting  proposed  legis¬ 
lation. 

As  of  today,  I  have  received  replies 
from  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  has  offered  to  detail  a 
staff  man  to  work  with  me  in  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  proposed  legislation,  but  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  reported 
that  “its  studies  and  discussions  have 
not  progressed  to  the  point  where  spe¬ 
cific  legislation  can  be  formulated.” 
The  Department  of  Welfare  has  not  yet 
replied  to  my  letter  dated  1  month  ago. 

A  great  many  individuals  from  all 
parts  of  the  country  have  written  me 
about  this  proposal.  I  have  also  re¬ 
ceived  a  large  number  of  thoughtful 
comments  and  suggestions  from  leaders 
of  organizations  concerned  with  this 
problem. 

As  matters  of  interest  to  the  Senate, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  communications  relating  to  this 
food  disposal  plan  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point; 

From  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  the  Iowa  Food  Dis¬ 
tributors  Association,  the  General  Fed¬ 
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eration  of  Women’s  Clubs,  the  National 
Council  on  Agricultural  Life  and  Labor, 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen, 
the  United  States  Wholesale  Grocers’ 
Association,  the  Cooperative  League  of 
the  USA,  the  National  Association  of 
Retail  Grocers,  and  the  Iowa  CIO 
Council. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  12,  1954. 
Hon.  Guy  M.  Gillette, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  in.  reply  to  your 
letter  of  February  3,  concerning  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  using  surplus  food  stocks  to  improve 
the  diets  of  groups  within  this  country  with 
limited  amounts  of  money  to  spend  for  food. 

We  appreciate  and  share  your  concern  over 
the  size  of  Government-held  inventories  and 
the  need  to  find  constructive  uses  for  such 
surpluses  without  dislocating  normal  trade 
channels.  Moreover,  we  are  in  complete 
agreement  with  the  principle  expressed  in 
your  letter  that  maximum  use  of  such  foods 
should  be  made  in  meeting  the  need  of  some 
of  our  citizens  for  improved  diets  before 
wide-scale  dispositions  are  made  for  foreign 
relief  purposes. 

Many  persons  in  this  country  are  now 
benefiting  from  our  donations  of  surplus 
foods.  During  this  fiscal  year,  we  now  esti¬ 
mate  that  at  least  $170  million  worth  of 
surplus  foods  will  be  distributed  to  over  9 
million  children  in  school-lunch  programs 
and  1  million  inmates  of  charitable  institu¬ 
tions. 

This  use  of  surplus  foods  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  under  our  program  of  direct  distri¬ 
bution,  for  which  both  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  States  share  responsibility. 
This  Department  arranges  for  and  under¬ 
writes  the  costs  incident  to  such  donations 
up  to  the  time  such  foods  are  delivered  in 
carload  lots  to  the  States.  The  States  are 
responsible  for  all  subsequent  costs  of  han¬ 
dling  and  delivery  to  eligible  groups. 
Through  the  extensive  use  of  existing  storage 
and  transportation  facilities.  States  have  de¬ 
veloped  quite  effective  delivery  systems,  with 
a  minimum  of  out-of-pocket  costs. 

Needy  families  also  are  eligible  to  receive 
surplus  foods  under  our  present  program 
of  direct  distribution.  However,  until  re¬ 
cently,  there  has  been  but  limited  demand 
for  such  distribution;  donations  to  needy 
families  have  been  made  only  in  certain  areas 
in  a  few  States  and  to  Indian  families  on 
reservations.  Recently,  there  has  been  a 
marked  increase  in  interest  in,  and  requests 
for,  distribution  on  a  family  basis.  In  this 
connection,  we  want  to  point  out  that  the 
Department  has  held  that  needy  families 
are  not  necessarily  limited  to  those  receiving 
general  assistance  or  welfare  grants  such  as 
old-age  assistance.  Rather,  as  far  as  surplus 
commodities  are  concerned,  needy  families 
are  those  certified  by  State  or  local  officials 
to  be  in  need  of  additional  food. 

In  response  to  these  requests  for  family 
distribution,  such  donations  are  being  ac¬ 
complished  as  rapidly  as  States  are  able  to 
arrange  for  the  certification  of  applicant 
groups  as  needy  and  for  the  local  handling 
and  distribution  of  the  commodities.  We 
want  to  point  out,  in  this  connection,  that 
the  majority  of  States  would  be  required  to 
make  considerable  realinements  in  their  de¬ 
livery  organizations  (now  based  upon  rela¬ 
tively  infrequent  deliveries  to  relatively 
large- volume  users)  in  order  to  accomplish 
any  wide-scale  family  distribution.  None¬ 
theless,  substantial  progress  is  being  made. 
Our  latest  report  indicates  that  States  are 
now  providing  surplus  foods  to  283,000  needy 
persons  and  that  this  number  will  shortly 
be  increased  by  at  least  an  additional  130,- 
000  persons.  Dairy  products — butter,  cheese, 
and  dry  milk — are  making  up  a  substantial 
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on  the  basis  of  a  modified  formula.  One- 
half  of  the  funds  would  be  apportioned 
on  the  basis  of  existing  law  and  one-half 
on  the  basis  of  the  proportionate  num¬ 
ber  of  motor  vehicle  registrations  in  each 
State.  I  believe  this  is  a  sounder  ap¬ 
proach  because  our  highway  problem 
exists  where  the  cars  and  trucks  are  and 
this  bill  would  attack  the  problem 
directly. 

Second.  The  entire  amount  for  the 
farm-to-market  roads  of  the  Federal 
secondary  system  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  disbursement  to  the  States  on 
a  certification  that  the  plans  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  individual  State. 
This  would  give  States  the  opportunity 
to  use  their  own  initiative  and  resource¬ 
fulness  to  get  maximum  mileage  in  the 
secondary  system.  It  would  answer  the 
criticism  of  some  that  greater  mileage 
would  be  possible  except  for  the  standard 
required  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

Third.  Authority  would  be  provided 
for  the  President  to  advance  allocations 
made  under  this  bill  by  1  year  if  he 
finds  that  such  a  speedup  would  be 
desirable  as  a  means  of  increasing 
employment. 

Fourth.  In  order  to  assure  that  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  is  given  to  the  civil- 
defense  aspects  of  highways,  the  bill  di¬ 
rects  that  Federal  highway  officials  con¬ 
sult  periodically  with  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administrator. 

Fifth.  The  bill  provides  a  new  and 
broadened  section  authorizing  research 
activities  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  I  have  felt  for  some  time 
that  research  in  highway  planning  and 
construction  has  not  kept  pace  with  the 
development  of  modern  motor  vehicles 
and  believe  this  new  authority  will  be 
beneficial  in  that  respect. 

Sixth.  Because  existing  Federal  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  field  on  highways  is  con¬ 
tained  in  numerous  different  acts  run¬ 
ning  back  for  many  years,  this  bill 
directs  the  Federal  highway  officials  to 
transmit  to  Congress  a  draft  of  consoli¬ 
dated  and  codified  Federal  highway  leg¬ 
islation  which  I  hope  will  eliminate  some 
of  the  difficulty  and  confusion  which 
now  exists. 


thorizations  under  the  current  act  and 
those  proposed  by  my  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Item  or  category 


Federal-aid  system: 

Primary  system _ 

Secondary  system _ 

Primary  system  in 

urban  areas... . 

Interstate  system _ 

Defense  highways, 
including  circum¬ 
ferential  highways.. 


Total,  Federal-aid 
system... . 


Federal  roads: 

Forest  highways _ 

Forest-development 

roads  and  trails _ 

Park  reads  and  trails. 

Parkways _ 

Indian  roads  and 

trails. . 

Public  lands  roads. . . 


Total,  Federal 
roads . . . 


Total,  each  fiscal 
year . 


Total,  for  both 
years _ 


Special  authorizations: 
Inter-American 

Highway _ 

Other . . . 


Total,  special  au¬ 
thorizations . 


Grand  total. 


1952  act,  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  413, 
82d  Cong,  for 
1954-55  fiscal 
years 


$247,  500, 000 
165, 000, 000 


137,  500, 000 
25, 000, 000 


575, 000, 000 


22,  500, 000 


22,  500,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 


10,  000,  000 
2,  500,  000 


77,  500, 000 


652,  500, 000 


1,  305, 000,  000 


16,  000,  000 
65,  500,  000 


81,  500,  000 


1,  386,  500, 000 


Ferguson 
bill,  1956-57 
fiscal  years 


SUBMISSION  OF  INTERNATIONA 
AGREEMENTS  TO  THE  SENATE 


The  sums  which  would  be  authorized 
in  this  bill  are  based  on  two  separate  and 
unrelated  sets  of  facts: 


First.  The  deficiencies  in  the  federally 
supported  highway  systems  is  estimated 
by  the  President  in  his  economic  report 
to  be  $35  billion.  This  bill  contemplates 
a  15-year  program  of  restoration  of  our 
national  highways,  at  the  rate  of  about 
$2.2  billion  per  year.  This  bill  is  ade¬ 
quate  to  eliminate  the  existing  backlog 
of  highway  needs  within  a  reasonable 
period. 

Second.  This  bill  will  authorize  a  sum 
approximately  equal  to  the  amount  of 
revenue  collected  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  from  various  highway-use  taxes, 
including  gasoline,  oil,  and  various  excise 
taxes  on  vehicles,  tires,  and  accessories. 

I  hope  an  early  public  hearing  will  be 
held  on  the  bill. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks  a  comparative  table  of  the  au¬ 


JOHN  SAUDAS— MOTION  TO 
RECONSIDER 


Comparison  in  authorizations  in  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1952  and  proposed  authori¬ 
zation  in  Ferguson  bill 


$425,  000, 000 
350,  000, 000 


350,  000, 000 
900,  000, 000 


100, 000, 000 


2, 125, 000, 000 


22,  600, 000 


22,  500,  000 
10,  000, 000 
10,  000, 000 


10, 000, 000 


75, 000, 000 


2, 200, 000, 000 


4, 400, 000, 000 


16, 000, 000 


16, 000, 000 


4, 416, 000, 000 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  Consent  Calendar,  last  Tuesday,  they 
Senate  passed  and  sent  to  the  Hot 
Senate  bill  1138,  for  the  relief  of  Jol 
Saudas.  I  enter  a  motion  to  reconsidter 
the  vote  by  which  that  bill  was  pa 
and  I  have  been  advised  by  the 
mentarian  that  it  will  be  necessa 
the  House  be  requested  to  return  the  bill 
to  the  Senate.  There  are  certain  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  bill  which  I  should  like  to 
consider  further.  I  have  discussed  the 
matter  with  the  majority  leader. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
will  be  entered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  mfove  that  the 
House  be  requested  to  r^rurn  the  bill  to 
the  Senate. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  As  on  agreeing  to 
the  motion  of  the  /enator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  requesting  th/  House  to  return  to 
the  Senate,  Senataf  bill  1138. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  Preside! 
as  acting  majority  leader,  I  wish  to  cori.'_ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Delaware  for  the 
action  whiciyhe  has  just  taken.  This  is 
another  example  of  the  able  manner  in 
which  the /Senator  from  Delaware  per¬ 
forms  his  .senatorial  duties.  The  motion 
involves jk  very  serious  matter,  and  as  a 
result  t/ereof  the  Senate  will  be  required 
carefully  to  review  proposed  legislation 
this  week  on  the  consent  calen¬ 
dar./  I  am  very  proud  that  the  Senator 
Delaware  invites  our  attention  to 
seriousness  of  some  of  our  actions, 
Irticularly  when  they  appear  to  be 
considered. 


MrK  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President^  I 
did  noeswant  to  take  the  time  oy the 
Senate  la$t  night  in  connection/with 
Senate  bill  ^067  which  I  introduced  at 
that  time  foX^nyself  and  the  Senator 
from  Calif ornia\Mr.  Knowlanp],  but  I 
would  like  to  brieny  call  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  at\this  time. 

The  bill  would  require  th /  State  De¬ 
partment  to  transmit  to /the  Senate 
within  30  days  the  text  oiNany  execu¬ 
tive  agreement  or  othe/  international 
agreement  to  which  th/  United  States 
is  a  party.  The  bill  also  provides,  that 
the  President  of  the  senate  shall  Prefer 
the  agreement  to  th/  appropriate  com,- 
mittee  of  the  Senat/  or  the  appropriates 
joint  committee. 

At  the  present  /me,  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  is  require/ by  section  102  of  the 
United  Nations ycharter  to  send  the  text 
of  these  interrmtional  agreements  to  the 
U.  N.,  but  th/re  is  no  requirement  that 
they  advise /he  United  States  Senate. 

I  believe/his  is  completely  unreason¬ 
able,  so  th/  Senator  from  California  and 
I  have  ii/roduced  corrective  legislation. 

We  x/uld  be  pleased  to  have  other 
interes/cd  Senators  join  us  in  sponsor¬ 
ing  this  proposed  legislation. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States 
submitting  sundry  nominations,  whicj>  , 
were  referred  to  the  appropriate  coi/cs 
m  i  tt.pps  S 


mittees 

(For  nominations  this  day  received,  see 
the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 


On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  foljows: 

By  Mr.  FERGUSON: 

Statement  prepared  by  him  on  the  anni- 
ver^ry  of  Hungarian  Independence  Day. 

Statement  prepared  by  him  on  the  anni¬ 
versary \}f  the  Soviet  nomination  of  Ru¬ 
mania. 


By  Mk  CARLSON: 

Statement  on  the  employee  security  pro¬ 
gram,  delivered  Philip  Young,  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service.  Commission,  before  the 
Senate  Post  Office  dad  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee  on  March  2,  19 


By  Mr.  HILL: 

Address  entitled  “What  £He  Flag  Means  to 
Me,”  delivered  by  Col.  GeorgkvA.  O'Connell, 


Ad  j  ournment . .\ 

Flood  control 

Public*  works  .V. . 

Anryrnnr-i  nnF5  -  .  -  -  . 

\ . s 

Forestry. ........... 

.13,20 

Reclamation**  . ...... 

r.cc,  f  T _ , . . 

\l.21 

Health .............. 

.....2 

Dairy  products . 

iJciD0ii?j  •o»e>«o«o 

• . • <12 

St.  Lawrynce  Seaway. 

Electrification . • . . 

Legislative  program. 

....oil 

Surplus /commodities « 

..9,10 

Mridi  ....... 

Loans,  farm. ........ 

...1,5 

T  axat ion ............ 

. 2 

Farm  program . . 

Personnel. . . 

T  ,V  y/. . 

Farm  training. . > . . . 

Trices,  support ##1, 8 

,10,21 

Veterans 1  benefits . . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bill  -fro  increase  CCC  borrowing  authority.  House  Rules 
Committee  cleared  road-authorizatV>ns  and  excise-tax/reduction  bills.  Reps, 
dhitten  and  Marshall  introduced  bOLs  to  continue'  existing  pri’ce  supports. 


HOUS& 

1*  COTiODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION.  Passoa  without  amendment  S.  2714,  to  increase  tie 
borrowing  power  of  CCC  from  }6f  750,OOO,OOoNio  ...'0,500,000,000,  effective  iraned- 
iately,  and  to  provide  for  CCC  nCinbursement\f  or  net  realized  losses  only,  such 
reimbursement  to  be  by  appropriation  instead  of  note  cancellation  (p.  26ll) 0 
Before  passing  S.  2714,  the  Cruse  voted,  58-18(\  against  a  motion  by  Rep. 

Nulter  to  recommit  F.  R.  73^9,  the  companion  bil\  which  was  being  debated  at  the 
time  (p,  2611),  Also  rejected,  48^-89,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Spence  providing 
that  ’’Hereafter,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  slyall  not  issue  or  se.ll  any  of 
its  obligations  to  anyvperson  other  than  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  however, 
this  sentence  shall  not  amply  to  certificates . issued  by  the  Commodity .Credit 
Corporation  to  banker  making  Commodity  Credit  Corporatio\  loans"  (pp*  2598-604). 
Also  rejected,  73;A09,  an  amendment  providing  "That  the  Corporation  shall  not 
issue  any  obligations  (other  than  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury)  at  a  rate 
of  interest  inyexcess  of  25  percent  of  the  rate  of  interestMor  comparable 
cost)  paid  by/the  Treasury  of  the  Bnited  States  on  the  most  recently  issued 
obligations yof  the  United  States  of  comparable  maturity,  except  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  of/bhis  proviso  shall  not, apply  to  lending  agency  agreements  applicable 
to  loans /under  a  commodity  loan  program"  (pp.  2604-8).  S.  2714  will  now  be 
sent  to/bhe  President  „  \ 


20  ROADS;  TAXATION;  HEALTH .  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  Ho  R,  8127,  authorizing  road  appropriations  (p.  2583);fHu  Ru  — 

adduce  excise  taxos  (pu  -and  II »  Ru  £149  j  authorizing  additional  ajWopria^- 

Xions  fox'  health  facilities — 6p'o  2503)?  \ 


STATE,  JUSTICE,  C0"'ERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1955 o  Passed  with  amendments 


this  bill,  H.  R.  SC67  (pp«  2585-6) . 


4.  ADJOURNED  until  Ton.,  Jar.  8  (p.  2615).  Le  islative  prorran,  as  announced 

J’aj^rity  Leader  Halleckj  Non.,  road  authorizations;  Tues.,  health  facilities; 
Wed. X excise-tax  reduction;  Thurs.,  I'fexican  farm-labor  appropriation  and/water- 
shed  bills.  During  the  following  week,  probably  Army  civil-functions  appropria¬ 


tions  and  general  tax-reduction  bills,  (p.  2610.) 


BIILS  INTRODUCED 


5.  FARE  LOANS.  h\r.  8248,  by  Rep.  Elliott,  to  expand  and  extend  the  direct  hone 
and  farmhouse  Itoan  authority  of  the  Veterans  *  Administration;  /o  Veterans’ 
iffairs  CormittcX  (p.  2615). 


6.  FAR"  TRAINING.  H.  X.  8249,  by  Rep.  Elliott,  to  remove  the/requirement  of  auto¬ 
matic  periodic  reducti°n  °-  the  education  and  training  allov.rances  of  veterans 
pursuing  on-the-job  training  or  institutional  on-farm  training  under  the 
Veterans'  Readjustment  Act;  to  Veterans’  Affairs  Committee ' (p.  2615). 


7.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  H.  R.  8250,  W  Rep.  Kelley,  Pa.,  to  n/ovide  for  public  works  to  \ 
offset  unemployment;  to  Public  Porks  Committee  (p/2615). 


8.  PRICE ‘  SUPPORTS •  H.  R.  8251,  by  Rep.  Reed,  N,  Y y,  to  limit  the  downward  adjust¬ 
ment  cf  dairy  price  supports;  t o'Agr ic ult ur e  permittee  (p.  2615). 

H.  R.  8253,  by  Rep.  Vihitten,  amd  H*  R.  M256,  by  Rep.  Marshall,  to  continue 
existing  price  supports  under  present  conditions;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p. 

26l6) o 


9.  StRPLUS  COMMODITIES.  H.  R.  8257,  by  ReoVvPerkins,  and  K.  R.  8258,  by  Rep. 
Sheppard,  to  provide  adequate  diets  £j6v  the  unemployed  and  their  families  in 
distress  areas  of  unemployment;  to  AgricultWe  Conrnittee(p.  26l6). 


ITEMS  IN  APPEND] 


10.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Rep.  Stringfeliow  inserted  and  commended  Secretary  Benson’s 
speech,  "Let  Us  Think,  Decide,  and  Act,"  wherein  rhe  Secretary  discusses  the 
problems  created  by  huge  commodity  surpluses  and  oiXpses  "rigid  price 
supports"  (pp.  Al76l-3)o 


es 


11.  ST.  LAURENCE  SEAWAY.  R^ps.  Erie del  and  Van  Zandt  inseruRd  letters  and  state¬ 
ments  opposing  this  project  (pp.  A1750-1,  A1757-8). 


12.  FARM  IAB0R,  Rep,  Rooney  inserted  a  New  York  Times  article  clamming  that  passage 
of  H.  J.  Res*  35/,  to  continue  the  Eexican  farm  labor  program 'in -the  absence  of 
an  agreement  vjJo h  Mexico,  "has  stirred  intense  anger"  in  Mexic<\(p.  a1757)* 


13.  FORESTRY.  pension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hays  commending  the  action  \f  various 
Congressmens  in  helping  to  recommit  H.  R,  U61|6,  the  public-f or-privaue  timber- 
lands  exchange  bill,  and  including  Lowell  Mellett's  article  discussing  this 
matter  Op.  Al76l) 


lU.  PERSONNEL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Roosevelt  criticizing  the  standards^ used 
in  determining  security  risks  in  the  Federal  Government  and  including  the  rx^ms- 
cr^pt  of  the  exchange  between  Rep.  Sieminski  and  a  Treasury  Department  officii 
^  to  ’That  constitutes  a  security  risk  (pp.  A1  /63-E). 


■Jtlj 
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CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  8127 


March  5,  1954. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  460] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  460,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 55 

H.  RES.  460 

[Report  No.  1309] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  5, 1954 

Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved ,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 

5  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 

6  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

7  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction 

8  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points  of  order 

9  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 

10  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  ex- 

11  ceed  two  hours,  to  he  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 

12  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 


V 


2 


1  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 

2  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 

3  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 

4  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 

5  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con- 

6  sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to 

7  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion 

8  to  recommit. 


w 

CD 


<p 

p' 


cr 

(P 

w 

o 

P  S 

®  e 

o  § 

p  HH 

Cl 


<p  cd 

p,  D 

Pi 

5 

p 

D 

Pi 

O 

Pj 

(P 

a 

Pi 


cr 

(P 


co 

Cl 

4^ 


td 


r 


o 

Hb 


c 

l-J 


m  &  M. 

O  ^ 


rt-  lL-  _ _ 


w  w  s  r 
M  §  C  13  ^  rt 

ffi  5  g  e?  o  O 

.w  q-  ^  Or  g 

3  sT'*"" 

rt-  ®  JD 

o’s®  “  » 

»  3  g  M 

o  -s  3  S3 

H)  O  ®  W 
S  b 
M-  ^  Pj  O 
CTQ,  S'  ©  <1  >rt 

S'-  *8,1 


crq 


^3 

t>  CD 
8-  Pj 


SB 

3 

i-~i  . 

cn 

3 


O 

et- 

3^ 

© 

© 

o 


» 

C-J 

cn 


O  f» 

3  ■  ' 
cn 


3  «-i 

P_,  £ 


O 

►j 


c n  M 

hS  i-i 


P L. 
CP 

HJ 

P 

?d"  a, 

3  2 

CD  P 


P 
P 

^  'U  V* 

g.§  © 

o  s  g  &  £c 

a  g.  3-  $5 

2  TO  Pj  03  <L 

3  CT3  so  1  . 


w 

w 


CX) 
I— 4 
tp 
-* 


» 

W 

W 

0 

r 

c 

H 

0 

2 


"8 

o 

rt* 

2 

o 


CO 


to  0 

8  o 
WO 
R  a 

®  S 

a  G 

s  w 

Z  H 
w 
OQ 


2© 

m 

GO 


a> 


ac 

o 

s 

V) 

© 

0 

SL. 

©“ 

3 

CL 

BJ 

►1 


cn 

cn 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


.-5 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


CONTENTS 


ccc. . 

Cotton . 

Dairy . .#4,22 

Disease  control...... 

Electrification, . .18, 
^Exchange  stabilizatio 

►Expenditures . 

Farm  credit. . . . 

Food  standards . . , „ . . . 
Food  surplus 


17,37 

Foreign  aid. . . . . 

.7,13 

Forestry. ........ ,1,7 

CO 

CM 

CO 

•X 

11,17 

Grain  storage . 

y  ..27 

Hawaii . . 

9  •  & 

%,35 

Intergovernmental 

• 

relations . . . . 

.  #_#36 

i9,^0 

Labor, 'farm. .5, 

14,26 

n. ,I8\ 

Lands . . . 

.8,33 

\Loans,  farm . 

Mneral  s.y  t. ........ 

.  ##3 1 

Personnel  ............ 

23,34 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  road  authorization  bilif.  House  committees  voted  to  re¬ 
port  bills  to  regulate  pesticide  chemicals  andyxo  authorize  land  banks  to  buy  FFMC 
assets.  Rep.  Cooley  urged  President Vot  to  approve  Mexican  farm  labor  bill.  Senate 
passed  forest-grazing  policies  bill,  .Sen.  Sutler,  Nebr,,  claimed  administration 
inherited  commodity  surpluses  and  outlined/storage  program.  Sen.  Humphrey  claimed 
Minn,  businessmen  favor  high  price  supports.  Senate  debated  Hawaii  statehood  bill. 
Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  Jsil\to  distribute d  airy  surpluses  to  needy. 


HOUSE 


1,  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  Rc  8127,  to  authorize  road  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  (pp.  2675-707),  The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  authorization  of  22,500,000  for  forest  highways  for  each  of  these  years 
and  .22,500,000  for  forest  roads  and  trails  for  each  of  the  years*  It  also  pro¬ 
vides  that  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
shall  also  be  available  for  vehicular  parkin,-;  areas  0 


2,  PESTICIDE  CKE'TCAXS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  CVinittee  voted  to  re^ 
port  (but  did  not  actually  report)  K.  R.  7125  with  amendments#  The  bill  would 
prohibit  the  nse  of  pesticide  chemicals  as  additives  to  raw  agricultural  commo¬ 
dities  unless  the  quantity  does  not  exceed  the  limits  of  tolerance  as  established 
by  HEW  or  is  exempted  from  the  requirement  of  tolerance  by  the  Secretary  of  HEW# 
It  also  provides  for  regulations  for  classifications  of  pesticides. chemicals 
according  to  the  degree  of  tolerance,  etc.  (p.  D246a)  \ 

3o  FARI ■  IDaNS o  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  re¬ 
port)  H#  R0  6711,  to  authorize  Federal  land  banks  to  make  a  bulk  purchase  of  re¬ 
maining  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm  mortgage  Corporation,  except  cash,  accounts 
^receivable,  and  reserved  mineral  interests  (p#  D245).  \ 
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4.  DATOT  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  received  the  report  of  its  Dairy 
Subcommittee  (p.  D 246)0  ’•  -  . 


5.  FART'  EkBOR.  Rep«  Cooley  urged  that  the  President  not  approve  H.  J.  Res.  355/  the 
Fexicanv  farrri  labor  bill,  in  view  of  recent  resumptions  of  negotiations  wjd 
"exico.\Rep»  NcCormack  concurred  in  this  view.  (pp0  27G9-10C) 


6.  STATISTICS.  \The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  6.  2348V to  repeal  the  provision  for  the  Census  Bureau  to  collect  and  Dub- 
lish  statistic^  of  red-cedar  shinrles  (H.  Rent.  1325 )(p.  2714). 


7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Both. Houses  received,  from  the  President  a  report,  oar  the  mutual 
security  program  iN^r  the  last  half  of  1953  (H.  Doc.  337)  (pp..  2jhTL$f,  2674) • 


SENATE 


8.  FORESTRY.  ,  Passed  as  reported  S.  254^,  to  facilitate  the  gfOministration  of  certain 
grazing  lands  (pp,  2655-&S).* 

As.  reported  and  passed, \the  bill  provides  as  follow! 

.  ,  Section  1  makes  the  bill  Napplic  able,  to  national  forest  lands  and  lands  ad- 
,  minister ed  tinder  title  III  ofVbhe  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  except  those 
administered  by  Interior,  and  makes  it  applicable/to  lands  in  all  States  rather 
than  the  14  States  named  in  the\riginal  versior 

Sec.  2  provides  for  encouraging  ranye  im.pr elements  by  grazing  permittees  by- 
assuring  the  permittee  that  he  wilV  receive  the  benefits  of  the  increased  grazing 
capacity  resulting  from  i rrpr ovement s\r, ade  by  him,  providing  for  compensating  a 
permittee  for  loss  of  a  range  improvement  ^caused  by  the  Federal  Government,  pro¬ 
viding  for  payment  by  a  subsequent  penVtx.ee  to  his  predecessor  of  the  value  of 
improvements  constructed  by  such  predecessor,  and  providing  for  amortizing  the 
value  of  any  range  improvement  over  its  normal  life. 

Sec.  3  provides  for  rertiHations/voverning  transfers  of  grazing  privileges, 
so  that  grazing  cuts  cannot  be  bas9G  solely  op  the  fact  that  a  permit  is  being 
transferred. 

Sec.  4  provides  for  maintenance  of  base  property  standards  (land,  water,  and 
improvements  required  to  qualify  for  a  grazing  permit)  consistent  with  local 
practices.  /  \ 

Sec.  5  provides  for  informal  appeals,  up  to  t>V  Secretary,  from  any  depart¬ 
mental  decision  respectinm/use  of  lands  covered  by  tRe  bill,  provides  for  appeal 
to  a  3-man  board  upon  request,  and  makes  this  pr ov is i on\ appli cable  to  all  uses  of 
the  lands  instead  of  grazing  only. 

Sec.  6  provides  for  a  formal  review  de  novo,  at  whidfc  a  record  is  made,  for 
anyone  dissatisfied  With  the  informal  review. 

Sec*  7  provides  a  further  appeal  to  the  IT.  S.  district \iourt. 

Sec.  8  provides  that  the  review  by  the  district  court  sii^ll  be  based  upon 
the  record  made  in  the  formal  review  under  Sec.  6. 

Sec.  9  provides  that  the  formal  and  court  reviews  provided Vy  the  bill  would 
operate  to  styy  the  decision  appealed  from  only  if  the  Secretary  by  the  court 
should  so  orc^r. 

Sec*  lu  makes  the  review  procedures  provided  by  the  bill  exclusive,  pre¬ 
serves  the  Secretary's  discretion  to  make  protection  or  changed  use  c^yts,  and 
excludes  decisions  on  such  cuts  from  the  formal  and  court  review  proceoSjres. 

S.^c.  11  provides  for  multiple— use  advisory  councils. 

5ec.  12  expresses  the  policy  that  all  resources  and  uses  of  the  land; 
covered  by  the  bill  be  safeguarded  and  given  full  consideration^ 

The  Committee  struck  out  the  provision  for  a  comprehensive  economic  stu^ 
determine  suitable  grazing  fees,  on  the  basis  that  such  a  study  is  already- 
authorized,  However,  the  committee  report  states,  ’'Your  committee  feels  that 
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FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 

1  call  up  House  Resolution  460  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supplement  the 
Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points  of 
order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed 

2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Lyle]  and  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume,  and  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise  and 
extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
House  Resolution  460  makes  in  order 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  8127, 
the  so-called  public  roads  bill,  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McGregor].  This  is  an  open  rule,  and 
it  provides  for  2  hours  of  general  debate. 

This  bill  is  the  usual  public  roads 
measure  which  is  brought  into  the  Con¬ 
gress  every  2  years,  except  it  is  an 
enlarged  bill.  It  goes  further,  perhaps, 
than  any  other  measure  of  this  type  that 
we  have  considered  for  a  great  many 
years.  The  authorization  for  pubilc 
roads  for  this  year,  for  instance,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  correctly,  is  $550  or 
$575  millions.  This  measure  carries  an 
authorization  for  public  roads  purposes 
of  $875  million  per  year  for  the  2  years 
beginning  in  1955. 

The  McGregor  bill,  the  measure  before 
you,  is  the  product  of  some  13  weeks  of 
subcommittee  hearings  by  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Roads  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  It  carries 
authorization  for  the  appropriation  of 
$270  million  for  the  primary  highway 
system,  that  is,  the  Federal  aid  to  be 
matched  by  State  funds,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $32,500,000  over  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  present  law. 

The  bill  carries  an  authorization  of 
$180  million  a  year  in  appropriations  for 
Federal  aid  for  the  secondary  system, 
for  the  farm-to-market  roads  for  the 
Nation,  an  increase  of  some  $15  million 
above  the  present  authorization.  Inci¬ 
dentally,  and  rather  importantly,  too,  I 


might  say,  this  measure  provides  that 
in  the  future  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  shall  have  the  control  and 
final  authority  over  the  specifications 
for  farm-to-market  roads  included  in 
the  secondary  highway  system  rather 
than  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
of  the  Federal  Government,  as  in  the 
past. 

This  bill  provides  also  for  an  inter¬ 
state  highway  system  of  $200  million, 
or  $175  million  more  than  provided  in 
the  present  law.  This  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  by  the  way,  is  requested  by  the  mili¬ 
tary  authorities  of  the  Nation  and  will 
be  of  great  benefit  to  all  States.  Inci¬ 
dentally,  the  matching  arrangement  on 
the  interstate  system  is  a  little  diflerent 
from  the  ordinary  matching  system  in 
the  Federal-aid-to-highways  proposals 
in  the  past.  Usually  the  matching  has 
been  on  a  50-50  basis.  However,  this 
bill  provides  that  on  interstate  systems 
under  the  $200  million  appropriation 
authorized,  the  matching  should  be  on 
the  basis  of  60  percent  Federal  funds 
and  40  percent  State  funds.  This  is 
done,  as  I  understand  it,  for  the  purpose 
of  helping  the  lower  income  States  in 
the  West  which  have  such  large  areas 
and  such  long  road  systems  that  must 
be  constructed,  if  we  are  to  have  a  na¬ 
tional  highway  system  worthy  of  the 
name. 

The  bill  would  authorize  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $875  million  out  of  an  esti¬ 
mated  income  from  gasoline  taxes  of 
some  $906  million.  This  would  leave  ap¬ 
proximately  $31  million  to  be  used  for 
emergency  purposes.  I  think  I  should 
point  out  very  clearly,  if  I  may,  that  the 
$200  million  fund  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction  of  an  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  is  predicated  upon  the  Congress  con¬ 
tinuing  the  one-half-cent  gasoline  tax, 
which  was  put  on  as  part  of  the  Korean 
war  emergency  effort.  I  have  been  re¬ 
quested  to  point  out,  as  it  was  pointed 
out  to  us  in  the  Committee  on  Rules,  that 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  appreciates 
fully  that  it  has  no  authority  or  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  any  kind  over  questions  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  one-half-cent  gaso¬ 
line  tax  is  to  be  extended.  That  is  a 
matter  over  which  only  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  has  original  juris¬ 
diction.  That  great  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  will,  of  course,  give  consider¬ 
ation  to  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
one-half-cent  gasoline  tax  is  to  be  ex¬ 
tended  or  is  to  be  permitted  to  die.  So, 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  so 
drawn  this  bill  that  in  case  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  or  the  Con¬ 
gress  itself  decides  not  to  extend  the 
one-half-cent  gasoline  tax,  the  emer¬ 
gency  tax  which  is  now  in  existence,  the 
interstate  system  and  the  money  au¬ 
thorized  therefor  will  be  eliminated  and 
will  not  be  put  into  effect.  Am  I  correct 
in  that  statement,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  please  repeat  that  statement.  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  that  part  of  the 
bill  to  which  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  is 
now  addressing  himself  concerning  the 


gasoline-tax  provision.  Did  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  that  is  going  to  be  stricken  from 
the  bill? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  No,  I  did  not 
say  it  would  be  stricken  from  the  bill.  I 
tried  to  point  out  that  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  in  appearing  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules  made  it  very  clear 
that  the  $200  million  fund  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  interstate-highway  sys¬ 
tem  to  be  allocated  to  the  States  on  a 
60-40  percent  basis  was  dependent  upon 
whether  the  one-half-cent  gasoline  tax 
now  in  effect  and  due  to  expire  is  ex¬ 
tended  by  the  Congress.  They  made  it 
very  clear  also  that  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  did  not  assume,  or  did  not 
attempt,  to  take  any  jurisdiction  what¬ 
soever  over  any  tax  legislation,  and  that 
this  question  of  whether  the  one-half- 
cent  gasoline  tax  is  to  be  extended  or 
permitted  to  expire  rests  entirely  with 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and 
then  following  any  action  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  any  action 
that  the  Congress  itself  may  take.  How¬ 
ever,  as  I  understand  it,  this  legislation 
is  so  drawn  that  if  for  any  reason  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  or  the 
Congress  itself  decides  not  to  extend  the 
one-half-cent  emergency-gasoline  tax, 
then  this  section  of  the  bill  will  not  ap¬ 
ply.  In  other  words,  the  funds  will  not 
be  appropriated  or  authorized  under  the 
$200  million  interstate  system  plan  which 
was  set  up. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Has  the  gentle¬ 
man  any  views  as  to  the  effect  of  this 
particular  provision  on  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  think  it  has 
been  made  pretty  clear  in  the  hearings 
and  so  forth  and  so  on,  of  the  committee, 
and  in  the  statements  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  those  statements  which  I 
understand  will  be  made  later  on  in  de¬ 
bate,  so  that  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  will  understand  clearly. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  not  going  to 
press  the  matter  further  with  my  friend 
because,  of  course,  he  is  speaking  on  and 
presenting  the  rule.  I  was  interested  in 
that  particular  provision  because  it 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  most  unusual  one. 

I  have  no  recollection  of  any  similar 
provision  being  included  in  any  other 
bill  for  this. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  In  other  words, 
if  I  may  express  my  understanding  of 
the  situation  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  being  pressed 
by  many  States  and  by  many  Members 
of  Congress  for  some  action  on  this  in¬ 
terstate  system,  finally  agreed  that  they 
would  include  the  authorization  in  the 
bill  subject,  of  course,  to  later  action  by 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
House  itself.  In  other  words,  they  did 
not  feel  that  they  should  authorize  a 
greater  amount  of  money  than  would  be 
available  under  the  present  law,  if  it  is 
continued. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  This  linking  up  of  the 
Federal  tax  on  gasoline  and  the  road 
program  is  setting  quite  a  precedent,  and 
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in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Manion  Com¬ 
mission  has  gone  thoroughly  into  the 
subject  of  Federal  aid  for  roads  and  will 
have  a  comprehensive  report  upon  the 
same,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  preview  this  matter  and  dis¬ 
regard  entirely  what  the  Manion  Com¬ 
mission  may  report  and  may  recommend, 
by  taking  this  action  at  this  time.  I 
feel  that  we  are  establishing  a  precedent 
that  is  a  doubtful  one.  I  feel  that  the 
Congress  should  wait  at  least  until  they 
get  the  report  and  the  recommendations 
of  the  Manion  Commission  on  Federal 
aid  for  roads. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KEAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  KEAN.  As  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Mason  1  knows,  when  we 
levied  this  half -cent  tax  on  gasoline,  it 
was  meant  to  go  into  the  general  rev¬ 
enue,  and  there  was  no  intention  that 
the  proceeds  of  that  tax  or  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  that  tax,  which  we  voted  the 
other  day,  should  be  specifically  applied 
to  roads. .  I  agree  that  it  would  be  a 
vex-y  bad  thing  to  have  in  the  law. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  understand 
that  the  bill  does  not  specifically  tie  the 
two  together. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  may  be  true, 
as  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Kean!  has  just  stated.  But  I  venture  to 
say  that  90  out  of  every  100  people  who 
drive  up  to  a  station  for  gasoline,  con¬ 
sciously  or  perhaps  unconsciously,  think 
or  understand  that  the  2  cents  a  gallon 
he  has  to  pay  for  the  gas  that  he  buys 
is  in  some  way  connected  with  the  roads 
of  this  country  and  he  thinks  that  that 
money  is  being  expended  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan.  That  is 
exactly  the  statement  I  was  going  to 
make.  There  is  a  strong  feeling — and  I 
am  one  who  feels  that  way — that  if  we 
are  to  levy  gasoline  taxes  on  a  Federal 
basis,  or  for  that  matter  on  a  State  basis, 
the  funds  derived  from  such  special  gas¬ 
oline  taxes  ought  to  go  where  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  think  they  are  going  and 
where  they  want  them  to  go,  on  the  high¬ 
ways  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  have  had  a  number 
of  people  talk  to  me  about  this  language 
and  what  it  might  mean  as  some  sort  of 
a  perpetual  Federal  tax,  as  against  a 
State  tax.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Mason]  properly  referred,  of  course, 
to  the  Commission’s  work  on  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations  and  what  might  be 
forthcoming.  Let  me  say  that,  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned— and  I  think  it  is  the 
attitude  of  the  committee — this  does  not 
build  anything  in  perpetuity.  If  in  the 
future  it  is  determined  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  get  out  of  the  field  of 
gasoline  taxation  and  turn  it  back  to  the 


States,  there  is  nothing  here  to  prevent 
that  being  done.  That  is  a  matter  for 
continuing  study.  But  what  is  here 
sought  to  be  done — and  I  am  for  it,  and 
I  think  generally  speaking  the  Members 
of  the  House  will  be  for  it — is  to  see  to 
it  that  when  this  becomes  effective  the 
money  that  the  people  pay  in  the  form 
of  gasoline  taxes  shall  be  applied  to  the 
building  of  roads.  That  is  a  battle  that 
has  gone  on  in  the  States  befox-e.  It 
went  on  in  my  State.  It  is  still  going 
on  there.  Of  course,  there  are  many 
other  taxes,  excise  taxes,  for  instance,  on 
automobiles  and  on  lubricating  oil  and 
oix  tires  that  are  not  covered  here. 

Those  taxes  go  into  the  general  reve¬ 
nue  to  cover  the  general  operations  of 
the  Government.  But  here  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  a  specific  thing,  which  is  the 
gasoline  tax;  and,  as  the  gentleman  fi’om 
Ohio  so  well  points  out,  it  is  a  tax-  that 
the  people  believe  is  being  expended  in 
the  construction  of  roads  and  that  is 
where  they  want  it  expended. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much.  I  would  like  to 
point  out,  if  I  may,  that  the  American 
motoi'ist  is  the  highest  taxed  individual 
in  the  world.  He  is  being  taxed  in  every 
direction  for  every  purpose.  All  that 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  is  en¬ 
deavoring  to  do  in  this  legislation,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  to  set  up  a  system  of 
distribution  of  Federal  funds  for  high¬ 
way  aid  purposes  somewhat  l’ealistic  to 
the  amount  of  money  that  is  being  col¬ 
lected  from  the  American  people  in  the 
form  of  gas  taxes,  although  by  no  means 
the  full  amount  of  the  gasoline  taxes. 
If  that  were  to  be  done  it  would  require 
new  legislation.  But  the  people  who 
pay  the  tax  ai’e  certainly  very  much  in¬ 
terested,  and  that  is  the  sort  of  logic  that 
the  committee  is  following  out  wisely 
and  well.  They  have  done  everything 
within  their  power  to  make  certain  that 
they  will  not  intrude  upon  the  rights  and 
px-ivileges  of  either  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  or  the  Members  of  the  House 
and  Senate  themselves. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  There  have  been 
some  observations  made  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and  also  by  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  that  would 
make  the  record  appear  that  the  2 
cents  is  going  to  be  used  in  connection 
with  roadbuilding.  That,  of  course,  is 
not  so. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman 
is  correct.  The  money  is  paid  into  the 
general  revenue  funds  as  gasoline  taxes, 
and  this  comes  out  of  the  general 
revenue  funds. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  And  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  to  bring  out  a  bill  provid¬ 
ing  that  gasoline  taxes  would  be  used 
only  for  roads  that  would  be  a  different 
proposition.  I  would  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  MASON.  So  would  I. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  am  sure  we 
would  both  agree  on  that,  but  the  money 
included  in  this  bill  comes  out  of  the 
general  revenue  funds. 

Mr.  McCOMRACK.  Yes. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  The  gasoline 
tax  is  paid  into  the  general  funds  of  the 
Treasury. 


I  think  the  gentleman  would  go  a 
step  further  and  say  that  if  Congress 
decided  that  for  highway  purposes  we 
were  to  appropriate  twice  or  three  times 
as  much  out  of  the  general  revenue  funds 
as  the  gasoline  taxes  we  would  have  a 
perfect  right  to  do  it  under  the  present 
law  and  setup.  But  what  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  is  attempting  to  do 
here,  as  I  say,  is  to  make  a  somewhat 
realistic  allocation  of  highway  funds  for 
Federal-aid  purposes  on  the  basis  of 
what  is  being  collected  in  gasoline  taxes 
and  going  into  the  revenue  fund. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  We  want  the 
record  to  show  that  this  bill  does  not 
provide  that  the  gasoline  taxes  imposed, 
or  the  revenue  derived  from  them  shall 
be  used  in  connection  with  road 
building. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  have  tried  to 
point  that  out  to  the  best  of  my  ability. 
Perhaps  I  am  not  sufficiently  intelligent 
to  make  it  clear. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  very  intelligent.  I  simply 
wanted  the  record  to  show  in  view  of 
the  statement  made  by  the  majority 
leader - 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  believe  it  does. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  That  this  applies 
to  the  half -cent  tax. 

What  I  do  not  like  about  it — I  am  not 
saying  I  am  opposed  to  it — but  what  I 
do  not  like  about  it  is  that  this  is  condi¬ 
tional  legislation  and  it  seems  to  me  it 
might  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  to  consider. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  we  go  ahead  and  adopt  this 
rule  and  reserve  our  questions  for  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  merits  of  the  bill  later. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  • 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names; 

[Roll  No.  26] 


Abbltt 

Forrester 

Multer 

Ayres 

Gamble 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Barrett 

Garmatz 

O'Neill 

Battle 

Gary 

Osmers 

Bender 

Granahan 

Patman,  Tex. 

Bentley 

Green 

Patterson 

Boland 

Gwinn 

Philbin 

Bosch 

Hand 

Phillips 

Brownson 

Hart 

Powell 

Buckley 

Heller 

Radwan 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Herlong 

Rains 

Camp 

Hillings 

Rayburn 

Canfield 

Holifield 

Reams 

Celler 

Holtzman 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Chelf 

Hunter 

Rivers 

Chudoff 

Javits 

Roberts 

Clardy 

Jensen 

Rodino 

Cotton 

Kearney 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Coudert 

King,  Pa. 

Roosevelt 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Klein 

Small 

Dawson,  IU. 

Knox 

Sutton 

Dodd 

Krueger 

Taylor 

Donovan 

Lantafl 

Welchel 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Latham 

Wickersham 

Edmondson 

Martin,  Iowa 

Widnall 

Elliott 

Miller,  Calif. 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Engle 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Fallon 

Morgan 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Fine 

Fino 

Fogarty 

Morrison 

Moss 

Moulder 

Yates 
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The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  336 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  may  have  per¬ 
mission  to  sit  during  general  debate  for 
the  balance  of  the  week  on  H.  R.  7839. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1954 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mi-.  Reed]. 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  wanted  to  make  this  statement,  that 
so  far  as  I  can  speak  for  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  I  do  not  consider 
that  this  is  any  impingement  upon  the 
rights  of  our  committee.  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  this  proposal  as  pre¬ 
sented  in  this  bill. 

I  think  it  is  essential,  and  I  think  the 
bill  is  very  well  drawn.  All  that  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  is  doing 
under  the  excise  tax  is  simply  to  extend 
the  gasoline  tax  as  requested  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means;  I 
thank  him  very  much  for  his  statement. 

I  would  like  to  say  again  that  perhaps 
the  greatest  need  of  this  Nation  basically 
today  is  for  better  roads.  Almost  all  of 
us  recognize  that  the  highway  system 
has  deteriorated  greatly  throughout  the 
Nation  during  the  war  years.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  automobiles  on  the  highways  to¬ 
day  is  much  larger  than  it  was  just  a 
few  short  years  ago. 

Perhaps  there  may  be  some  need  for 
expanded  employment  in  this  country 
in  the  days  ahead ;  no  one  knows  at  the 
present  moment,  but  I  do  know  that 
many  States  are  taking  action  now  to 
try  to  build  better  and  more  highways. 
My  own  State  just  last  fall  by  a  vote  of 
the  people  authorized  a  bond  issue  of 
some  $500  million  to  be  expended  in  the 
State  on  State  highways  and  county 
roads  in  addition  to  the  $80  million  a 
year  that  is  spent  on  a  regular  basis.  So 
it  is  necessary  if  we  are  to  have  good 
highways  in  this  country  that  we  con¬ 
tinue  this  Federal-aid  program,  either 
that  or  turn  the  tax  money  back  to  the 
States. 

I  think  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  has  done  well  in  preparing  this 
legislation.  It  is  comprehensive  legisla¬ 
tion.  Perhaps  none  of  it  is  exactly  the 
way  each  and  every  one  of  us  would  like 
to  have  it,  but  it  is  a  good  well-rounded 
bill,  and  it  does  return  to  the  local  com¬ 
munities  and  to  the  States  for  highway 
purposes  most  of  the  money  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  put  into  the 


general  revenue  fund  through  gasoline 
taxes. 

I  am  hopeful  that  this  rule  will  be 
adopted  promptly  and  that  we  may  turn 
to  the  consideration  of  this  measure  on 
its  merits  in  2  hours  of  general  debate 
under  an  open  rule.  You  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  offer  any  amendment  you 
wish.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  rule  will 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Dempsey], 

(Mr.  DEMPSEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
purpose  in  taking  the  floor  now  is  not 
to  go  over  too  much  what  occurred  in 
our  committee  but  I  just  want  to  point 
out  to  the  membership  of  this  House 
what  this  bill  proposes. 

The  able  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  who  just  preceded  me  com¬ 
pared  this  bill  to  the  last  highway-aid 
bill,  and  told  you  that  in  the  existing  bill 
we  have  $575  million  appropriated  for 
the  use  of  highways.  That  is  true,  but 
I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  Ohio  that 
Indian  roads  and  forest  roads  previously 
have  been  financed  from  money  coming 
from  other  sources.  * 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  am  not  going 
on  last  year’s  bill;  I  am  telling  what  is 
in  this  bill,  $550  million  to  $575  million. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  not  the  fact 
because  it  also  includes  Indian  roads  and 
forest  roads.  The  comparison  is  not 
equitable. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Perhaps  the 
comparison  is  wrong;  I  do  not  know. 
But  I  do  know  that  the  highway  bill  as 
reported  by  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  last  year  carried  $550  million  to  $575 
million. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Five  hundred  and 
seventy-five  million  dollars  exclusive  of 
forest  roads  and  Indian  roads. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  permit,  Public  Law  No.  413  of 
the  82d  Congress  provided  $247,500,000 
for  the  primary  system. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  gentleman  is 
right. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  One  hundred 
and  sixty-five  million  dollars  for  the 
secondary  system. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  One  hundred 
and  thirty-seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  dollars  for  primary  and  urban; 
and  the  interstate  system  $25  million 
which  if  my  arithmetic  is  correct  adds 
up  to  $575  million.  Now,  if  I  have  been 
given  incorrect  information,  I  am  very 
sorry,  but  that  is  from  the  public  law 
that  was  passed  by  the  last  session. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  am  proud  of  the 
gentleman  for  being  a  great  mathema¬ 
tician  because  he  is  100  percent  right, 
but  in  the  bill  before  us  he  adds  elements 
that  are  not  in  that  bill,  so  it  is  not  a 
fair  comparison. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  We  do  have  in 
this  bill  some  items  that  were  not  in  the 


other  bills;  however,  this  bill  does  carry 
a  total  of  $875  million. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  In  that  bill,  and  the 
figures  the  gentleman  has  just  read  do 
not  include  forest  roads  and  Indian 
roads. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  is  right. 
We  did  not  have  as  much  in  that  bill  as 
we  do  in  this  one. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  You  had  as  much 
for  forest  roads  and  Indian  roads.  But 
we  will  not  confuse  that.  The  compari¬ 
son  is  just  not  equitable  because  you 
cannot  compare  all  the  elements  in  the 
two  propositions. 

The  bill  that  we  are  considering  has 
several  elements  that  I  disapprove.  We 
have  now  three  categories  in  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds.  The  first  is  interstate. 
Interstate  roads  are  nothing  else  but 
the  cream  of  the  primary  roads  that  the 
Defense  Department,  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roadg,  and  the  highway  departments 
of  the  respective  States  selected  as  being 
defense  roads.  We  made  them  inter¬ 
state  roads  because  of  the  comprehensive 
system  we  need  here  in  the  United  States 
for  defense  pui-poses. 

The  interstate,  the  primary,  and  the 
secondary  funds  have  always  been  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  States  on  a  formula 
predicated  upon  population,  area,  and 
miles  of  road.  The  urban  are  on  a  dif¬ 
ferent  basis,  on  population  alone,  and 
you  can  see  why  that  should  be.  It  af¬ 
fects  the  cities. 

Now,  we  have  changed  the  formula. 
This  bill  that  is  before  you  today  splits 
the  $200  million  for  interstate  roads  not¬ 
withstanding  they  are  defense  roads, 
notwithstanding  they  were  approved  by 
the  Defense  Department,  in  fact,  rec¬ 
ommended  by  that  Department,  and  puts 
half  of  the  $200  million  on  a  strictly 
population  basis. 

What  does  that  do  to  the  defense  high¬ 
ways?  Well,  the  great  State  of  Texas 
has  2,500  miles  of  defense  roads  and  on 
this  population-basis  apportionment 
they  lose  in  the  2  years  $3,600,000. 

There  are  19  States  affected  here  and 
they  are  all  affected  in  the  same  way — 
they  all  are  victims  of  discrimination. 
The  State  of  Alabama  loses  $279,000;  Ari¬ 
zona,  $772,000;  Arkansas,  $510,000;  Colo¬ 
rado',  $1,002,000;  Georgia,  $388,000; 
Idaho,  $507,000;  Iowa,  $830,000;  Kansas, 
$1,278,000;  Kentucky,  $59,000;  Maine, 
$112,000;  Minnesota,  $789,000;  Missis¬ 
sippi,  $469,000;  Missouri,  $520,000;  Mon¬ 
tana,  $1,288,000;  Nebraska,  $1,153,000; 
Nevada,  $565,000;  New  Mexico,  $903,000; 
North  Carolina,  $15,000;  North  Dakota, 
$726,000;  Oklahoma,  $790,000;  Oregon, 
$793,000;  South  Carolina,  $64,000;  South 
Dakota,  $838,000;  Tennessee,  $172,000; 
Texas,  $1,823,000;  all  annually.  Then 
there  is  Utah,  $424,000;  Washington, 
$212,000;  Wisconsin,  $281,000;  Wyoming, 
$521,000.  In  the  2  years  this  bill  covers, 
fiscal  1956  and  1957,  all  of  the  States  I 
have  enumerated  will  lose  double  the 
amounts  I  have  just  stated. 

The  States  that  I  have  just  given  you 
are  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
the  care  of  64  percent — about  two- 
thirds — of  the  defense  roads.  Those 
with  about  one-third  of  the  interstate 
mileage  get  more  than  all  the  States  to 
which  I  have  just  called  your  attention. 
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In  other  words,  the  States  with  one- 
third  of  that  mileage  are  given  almost 
50  percent  more  of  the  Federal  funds 
than  are  the  States  with  twice  as  much 
mileage. 

Now,  I  am  not  going  to  talk  too  long 
on  this  subject.  We  fought  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  up  and  down,  and  the  majority 
of  my  committee  felt  that  they  would 
split  it  two  ways  and  let  it  go  at  that. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  My  distinguished 
colleague  said  that  the  majority  of  the 
committee  split  it  two  ways.  My  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  New  Mexico  was 
the  only  one  who  objected  to  splitting  it 
two  ways. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  have  not  denied 
that;  that  is  just  what  I  am  bragging 
about,  if  you  will  let  me  do  it,  because 
there  is  a  principle  involved  here.  You 
have  changed  the  formula  that  has  been 
in  existence  a  great  many  years.  Now 
we  find  that  a  gentleman  in  another 
part  of  this  Capitol,  in  another  branch 
of  the  Congress,  wants  to  change  the 
apportionment  made  to  farm-to-market 
roads  and  put  it  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  automobiles  owned  by  the  re¬ 
spective  States.  We  are  getting  away 
from  a  comprehensive  system  of  high¬ 
ways  and  going  back  to  something  that 
I  dislike  because,  after  all,  if  in  defense 
areas  radar  or  something  of  that  kind 
was  needed,  and  it  cost  a  billion  dollars, 
I  would  vote  for  it.  You  do  not  need 
it  in  sparsely  settled  areas,  but  in  sparsely 
settled  areas  is  where  you  have  your 
defense  projects.  They  need  roads  there. 
I  have  in  my  State  a  project  that  is  over 
90  miles  long  and  30  miles  wide.  They 
condemned  much  of  that  land  owned  by 
ranchers  because  it  was  needed  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  I  was  happy 
the  Government  obtained  it. 

Now,  there  are  several  things  about 
this  bill  I  want  to  call  to  your  attention. 
I  promised  the  chairman  of  my  com¬ 
mittee,  who  introduced  the  bill,  I  would 
be  for  retaining  2-cent  gasoline  and 
diesel  fuel  tax.  I  am  for  it,  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  money  should  go  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  in  the  United 
States.  I  have  been  advised,  not  directly 
but  indirectly,  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  through  his  speeches,  that 
that  is  what  he  wants  done.  The  ma¬ 
jority  floor  leader  of  this  honorable  body 
is  a  great  person.  The  press  this  morn¬ 
ing  quotes  him  as  saying  this  money 
should  be  expended  for  roads.  But, 
when  does  this  bill  we  are  now  consid¬ 
ering  take  effect?  A  year  from  next 
July,  and  in  the  meantime  if  we  retain 
this  extra  half  cent  on  gasoline,  it  earns 
from  April  to  next  July  $500  million. 
Where  is  that  going?  Is  it  going  on 
roads?  We  should  be  fair.  I  tried  to 
get  in  my  committee  consideration  for 
a  bill  introduced  a  year  ago  last  January 
providing  for  $200  million  additional  for 
interstate  highways  last  year  and  this. 
Now,  I  tried  to  get  $200  million  more  for 
last  year  and  this  year  for  this  inter¬ 
state  system  because  those  roads  are  in 
deplorable  condition  and  need  immedi¬ 
ate  work.  There  was  no  argument 
against  my  bill  except  balancing  the 
budget.  We  had  hearings  last  year,  a 


terrific  number  of  them,  to  find  out  what 
the  situation  was.  We  found  that  the 
situation  was  that  everybody  needed 
more  and  better  roads.  People  were  con¬ 
stantly  being  killed  on  the  highways, 
even  some  murdered.  Thirty-eight  thou¬ 
sand  three  hundred  people  were  killed 
last  year,  far  over  300  more  than  the 
year  before,  and  it  will  be  more  this  year. 
That  will  continue  until  we  do  our  job 
and  get  this  money  for  the  highways 
that  we  need. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Are  there  any 
toll  roads  in  the  gentleman’s  State? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Not  one.  We  could 
use  more  money.  If  this  bill  is  not  go¬ 
ing  to  take  effect  until  a  year  from  next 
July,  then  we  should  get  something  in 
the  meantime,  or  else  use  the  $500  mil¬ 
lion  that  we  are  going  to  tax  the  people 
in  the  meantime,  take  it  and  put  it  where 
it  is  going  to  construct  more  and  better 
ro3ids 

Mr.’  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  in  direct¬ 
ing  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the 
disproportionate  distribution  of  this 
money  as  it  deals  with  the  western  terri¬ 
tory,  as  he  has  previously  outlined. 
What  I  would  like  to  know  is.  What 
would  be  the  correct  answer,  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  gentleman?  Should  we  re¬ 
tain  it  on  the  basis  of  population,  area, 
and  road  miles? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Defense  roads 
should  be  absolutely  placed  on  the  basis 
of  population,  area,  and  total  miles  in 
your  State.  That  formula  has  been  in 
effect  for  years  and  years. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Was 
there  any  other  formula  suggested  to 
the  committee  of  which  the  gentleman 
is  a  member  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
this  should  be  apportioned  other  than 
50-50  on  the  basis  of  population  and  on 
the  primary  fund  roads? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  will  say  this,  that 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  had  worked  very  closely  together 
until  this  thing  came  up. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Yorty]. 

(Mr.  YORTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  YORTY  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  appear  in  the  Appendix  of 
today’s  Record.] 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this  time  to  point 
out  a  section  of  the  bill  which  I 
think  is  surplusage  under  the  present 
situation.  I  think  on  the  whole  the  bill 
is  a,  very  good  bill.  Of  course,  I  am  for 
it.  However,  there  is  a  provision  written 
into  this  bill,  on  page  5,  line  11,  that 
reads  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not 
apportion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized 
by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 


June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax 
on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than 
2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1954;  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise 
tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less 
than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1955. 

I  think  I  understand  the  reasoning 
behind  that  and  the  reasons  for  that 
provision’s  being  in  the  bill.  At  the  time 
this  bill  was  written  and  adopted  by 
the  very  splendid  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  the  bill  continuing  that  excess 
tax  of  half  a  cent  and  bringing  it  up  to 
2  cents  had  not  been  voted  out  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  Since 
that  time  that  tax  has  been  voted  out — 
that  is,  a  continuation  of  that  tax  of  half 
a  cent,  which  gives  the  2-cent  tax  that 
is  mentioned  here.  It  will  be  passed  by 
this  body  on  Wednesday. 

You  might  argue,  What  difference  does 
it  make  then?  It  makes  this  difference: 
For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  all 
this  Federal-aid  road  legislation,  as  I 
understand  it,  such  a  restriction  has  been 
placed  upon  these  allocations. 

Let  us  bear  in  mind  there  is  nothing 
partisan  about  this.  This  is  not  par¬ 
tisan  legislation.  This  is  a  matter  that 
has  been  supported  uniformly  by  both 
the  Democratic  and  the  Republican  Par¬ 
ties  when  they  were  in  power.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anything  sinister  or  par¬ 
tisan  about  this  provision  under  discus¬ 
sion,  but  I  am  apprehensive — and  others 
who  have  given  thought  to  this  matter 
are  apprehensive — of  the  precedent  set 
here  when  we  put  that  in  the  bill.  Once 
you  write  that  into  this  bill,  do  not  for¬ 
get  that  it  is  going  to  continue  in  there 
from  now  on  and  will  become  permanent 
legislation. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  sure  we  all 
recognize  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  always 
been  fair  and  his  honesty  and  integrity 
cannot  be  questioned.  We  are  trying  to 
do  that  in  this  legislation.  We  are  try¬ 
ing  to  say  to  the  traveling  public  in  all 
honesty  that  we  are  going  to  give  them 
the  approximate  amount  of  money  that 
they  pay  in  for  gasoline  taxes  and  diesel 
fuel.  Certainly  there  is  nothing  in  this 
legislation  that  makes  it  permanent. 
But  we  are  pointing  out  to  the  other 
body  that  we  want  to  be  in  a  position 
where  we  can  say  to  the  States  in  which 
we  have  contractual  obligations  that  we 
are  going  to  live  up  to  them  as  long  as 
we  have  the  2  cents  gasoline  tax  revenue. 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  wrill  agree  with 
me  on  that. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Now  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  answer  a  question  for 
me?  If  the  gentleman  had  been  assured 
in  the  premises  that  the  one-half  cent 
excise  tax  would  be  continued,  then  I 
would  take  it  he  would  not  have  written 
this  provision  into  the  bill? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  might  have 
had  that  assurance  in  this  body,  but  I 
will  say  that  sometimes  the  other  body 
does  things  that  we  do  not  do  here. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  MCGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  What  assurance 
is  there,  assuming  that  this  bill  becomes 
law  that  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  will  appropriate  the  one-half  cent 
that  this  relates  to?  There  is  no  guar¬ 
antee  of  that? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  certain  that 
the  minority  whip  is  familiar  with  the 
rules  of  the  House  relative  to  authoriza¬ 
tions  which  might  be  considered  appro¬ 
priations  as  far  as  roads  are  concerned. 
The  Committee  on  Appropriations  is 
practically  bound  to  appropriate  money 
called  for  in  road  authorizations  because 
of  the  contractual  obligations  made  with 
the  various  States. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Is  the  gentleman 
stating  that  our  Government  is  bound  by 
the  provisions  of  these  bills  and  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  should 
appropriate  funds  which  have  not  been 
authorized? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  glad  to  be 
corrected.  I  will  say  that  we  are  mor¬ 
ally  bound  because  of  the  contractual 
obligations  that  exist  with  the  States. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  will  agree  when 
the  gentleman  says  we  are  morally 
bound.  But  that  is  a  different  matter 
than  being  legally  bound  because  if  what 
the  gentleman  says  is  correct,  then  we 
are  making  an  appropriation  which  the 
standing  committee  has  no  power  to 
make. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  might  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend,  there  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  relative  to  appropriations  that 
is  not  in  the  basic  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
was  here  at  that  time  and  helped  pass 
that  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  basic  act  of 
1944  provides  for  authorizations. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct,  j 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  bill  we  are 
now  considering  makes  an  authorization 
dependent  upon  the  existence  of  a  tax, 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  are  just  being 
honest  and  saying  you  cannot  have  the 
cake  and  eat  it  too;  if  you  want  good 
roads,  you  must  pay  for  them. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  not  im¬ 
pugning  the  honesty  of  my  friends  or  of 
the  committee.  The  language  is  very 
plain.  I  am  not  even  saying  that  I  am 
going  to  vote  against  it,  but  I  have  cer¬ 
tain  doubts  about  the  advisability  of  it. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  May  I  say  to  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  who  is  so  worried  over  this 
additional  one-half  cent  tax  that  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  renewed,  I  hope,  on  Wednes¬ 
day.  If  he  wants  to  make  a  motion  to 
strike  out  that  one-half  cent  tax  on 
Wednesday  on  a  recommitment  motion, 
that  is  his  privilege.  Then  we  can  defi¬ 
nitely  decide  whether  we  want  good 
roads  or  bad  roads. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  is  deeply  indebted 
to  his  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
for  advising  him  as  to  something  he  can 
do,  which  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  is  thoroughly  acquainted  with 
and  knows  that  he  can  do.  But  let  us 
confine  ourselves  to  this  bill.  According 
to  what  the  gentleman  said  this  amounts 
to  an  appropriation,  or  has  the  effect 
of  an  appropriation. 


Mr.  McGREGOR.  Not  any  more,  as 
my  distinguished  friend  knows,  than  any 
other  authorization  bill  relating  to  roads 
coming  from  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  My  dear  friend 
fails  to  differentiate.  This  is  entirely 
different  from  an  ordinary  authoriza¬ 
tion,  as  the  gentleman  knows. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
it  is  very  obvious  here  that  under  the 
present  situation  we  do  not  need  this 
provision  in  the  bill.  My  good  friend, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  falls 
back  on  that  old  relief  measure,  that  we 
are  going  to  leave  this  to  the  other  body 
to  attend  to.  I  think  sometimes  we 
ought  to  do  a  little  legislating  on  our 
own  over  here. 

Let  us  go  back  to  the  merits  of  this 
proposal  for  just  a  moment.  It  is  not 
going  to  make  any  practical  difference  if 
this  tax  is  continued  and  if  this  language 
stays  in,  except  for  the  danger  of  the 
precedent  that  you  set  for  the  future. 
Once  you  tie  it  in  here  with  this,  you 
are  going  to  have  it  continue  in  the  bills 
that  follow.  If  that  is  what  you  are 
going  to  do,  and  you  collect  2  cents  for 
the  Federal  Government,  which  amounts 
to  more  than  these  allocations,  why  not 
put  it  all  on  a  Federal-aid  basis,  if  you 
are  going  to  match  it  dollar  for  dollar 
and  that  is  your  purpose?  But  again  I 
would  be  opposed  to  that  for  the  simple 
reason  that  I  do  not  want  this  highway 
legislation  tied  down  with  this  kind  of 
restriction.  Your  administrative  prob¬ 
lems  would  be  enormous. 

For  instance,  take  your  fishing  fleets, 
your  agricultural  tractors,  and  other 
farm  implements,  where  they  do  not  pay 
the  tax.  You  would  have  an  enormous 
administrative  problem  there  in  making 
these  deductions.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  have  to  go  in  and  figure  out 
the  various  deductions  for  these  fishing 
fleets  and  agricultural  implements, 
where  the  tax  was  not  required. 

I  was  in  hopes — I  do  not  have  too  much 
now — that  my  distinguished  friend 
might  see  his  way  clear  to  eliminating 
this  section.  I  am  not  so  sure,  if  some¬ 
body  else  does  not  do  it,  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill,  that  I  shall  not  be 
constrained  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
delete  it. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  the  time  on  this 
side  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Scherer]. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  LMr.  Scherer]  is  recognized  for  9 
minutes. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  direct  my  remarks  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  which  provide  $200  mil¬ 
lion  of  Federal  matching  funds  for  the 
interstate  highway  system. 

There  are  a  few  basic  facts  about  this 
system  which  should  be  recalled: 

Its  designation  as  interstate  indicates 
that  this  is  the  system  with  which  the 
Federal  Government  should  be  primarily 
concerned. 

If  another  war  should  come,  which,  of 
course,  we  all  pray  will  not  happen,  these 
are  the  highways  which  the  Department 
of  Defense  says  must  do  the  job.  To¬ 
day  they  are  the  roads  which  are  carry¬ 


ing  the  load.  These  40,000  miles  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways  comprise  only  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  entire  road  mileage  in  the 
United  States  yet  they  carry  20  percent 
of  all  the  traffic. 

The  evidence  adduced  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  conclusive  that  this  system  today 
is  totally  inadequate  to  do  the  job  be¬ 
cause  of  this  high  volume  and  heavy 
traffic  load.  This  is  particularly  true  in 
the  highly  populated  areas.  It  is  on 
these  interstate  roads  in  the  congested 
sections  that  the  movement  of  traffic  has 
been  reduced  to  a  snail’s  pace.  It  is  here 
where  the  highways  have  deteriorated— 
where  they  are  too  narrow  and  out¬ 
moded.  These  are  the  highways  that 
were  built  at  the  beginning  of  the  auto¬ 
mobile  era.  They  now  need  rebuilding 
and  replacement.  It  is  here  where  the 
great  losses  are  incurred — in  cargo  de¬ 
lays,  in  driver  time  loss,  in  added  gaso¬ 
line  and  oil  consumption,  in  wear  and 
tear  on  motor  vehicles  and  the  motoring 
public’s  nervous  system. 

These  are  some  of  the  reasons  why 
the  McGregor  bill  provides  for  the  first 
time  a  substantial  sum  for  the  interstate 
system.  It  is  my  personal  opinion  that 
an  even  greater  amount  of  the  total 
should  be  allocated  to  this  system. 

The  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  who  are  responsible 
for  the  roads  in  your  State  and,  who  on  a 
whole  know  more  about  the  road  prob¬ 
lem  than  any  other  persons  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  have  made  an  exhaustive  study  and 
survey  with  reference  to  the  interstate 
system  and  have  reached  the  conclusions 
as  I  have  outlined  them.  Their  study 
goes  further  and  recommends  what  must 
be  done  to  improve  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  They  point  out  that  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  interstate  system  must  be  a 
uniform  improvement  throughout  the 
entire  country.  It  must  be  a  uniform 
improvement  if  it  is  to  be  effective,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  time  of  emergency.  In 
other  words,  this  interstate  chain  of 
roads  is  no  stronger  or  effective  than  its 
weakest  section. 

These  State  highway  officials  have  de¬ 
termined  the  approximate  cost  of  bring¬ 
ing  these  roads  up  to  the  standard  need¬ 
ed  to  meet  the  commercial  and  defense 
requirements  of  the  Nation. 

One  of  their  significant  findings  is  the 
fact  that  the  cost  of  doing  this  job  in  the 
8  most  populated  States  is  5iy2  percent 
of  the  total,  while  the  cost  of  all  of  the 
remaining  40  States  represents  48  Vz  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost.  Their  findings 
further  point  out  that  in  the  first  8 
States  we  find  71,500,000  of  our  people 
as  against  79,200,000  in  the  remaining 
40  States. 

Then  again  these  8  States  account  for 
’25,700,000  motor-vehicle  registrations 
against  27,500,000  in  the  remaining  40 
States. 

With  these  cogent  facts  before  them, 
the  State  highway  officials  in  convention 
assembled  voted  to  recommend  to  the 
Congress  that  the  money  allocated  for 
the  interstate  system  be  distributed  on  a 
population  basis.  The  significant  thing 
about  this  recommendation  is  the  fact 
that  46  highway  departments  voted  spe¬ 
cifically  for  the  population  formula  and 
only  2  against. 
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It  should  be  further  noted  that  each 
State  had  one  vote  irrespective  of  its 
size,  population,  or  the  amount  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  Federal  Government  in 
gasoline  taxes. 

It  seems  to  me  that  with  these  facts  no 
fair-minded  person  can  come  to  a  dif¬ 
ferent  conclusion  than  have  our  State 
highway  officials,  especially  when  it  is 
known  that  in  many  instances  the  cost 
per  mile  of  constructing  these  interstate 
highways  in  the  industrial  areas  is  seven 
times  the  cost  in  rural  areas. 

The  McGregor  bill  before  us  provides 
that  only  one-half  of  the  two  hundred 
million  be  distributed  under  the  popula¬ 
tion  formula;  that  the  remaining  one 
hundred  million  be  distributed  under  the 
old  formula. 

It  is  obvious  from  what  I  have  said  that 
if  the  interstate  system  is  to  be  improved 
uniformly  and  the  job  property  done  all 
of  the  two  hundred  million  should  be  dis¬ 
tributed  under  the  population  formula 
as  the  State  highway  officials  recom¬ 
mend.  Yet  there  are  some  who  selfishly 
insist  that  we  should  ignore  the  popula¬ 
tion  formula  completely  and  distribute 
this  entire  two  hundred  million  on  the 
old  basis.  If  we  do  this  those  States 
where  the  cost  of  improvement  is  51 V2 
percent,  get  only  34%o  percent  of  the 
funds  while  those  States  where  the  cost 
is  only  48  Vz  percent  get  67%o  of  the 
money. 

[Mr.  HALLECK  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  herafter  in  the 
Appendix], 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  making  a  very  ex¬ 
cellent  statement.  It  is  quite  evident 
that  as  a  member  of  this  great  commit¬ 
tee  he  has  paid  close  attention  to  the 
testimony  before  the  committee  and 
made  a  great  study  of  it  and  he  is,  better 
than  that  and  more  than  that,  expi-es- 
ing  so  well  and  for  the  education  of  all 
of  us  the  solutions  to  the  problems  that 
confronted  the  committee. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  8127,  with 
Mr.  Nicholson  in  the  chair. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  presented  to 
the  House  today  is  the  result  not  of  brief 
hearings  on  the  part  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  or  its  subcommittee  on 
roads  but  is  the  result  of  long  and  ex¬ 
tended  hearings  that  lasted  more  than 
3  months  last  year  and  many  days 
this  year.  We  think  it  is  a  good  bill. 
There  may  be  some  provisions  in  it  that 
some  Members  of  the  House  and  some 
members  of  the  committee  are  not  en¬ 
tirely  satisfied  with. 

But,  upon  the  whole  this  is  a  good  bill 
and  provides  more  money  for  highways 
than  any  highway-aid  bill  ever  presented 
to  Congress. 

I  think  the  great  problem  before  the 
American  people  today  is  not  how  to 
build  the  best  automobiles  in  the  world, 
because  we  are  doing  that,  but  the  great 
problem  which  presents  itself  to  us  in 
the  House  today  is  to  find  some  means 
of  providing  adequate  facilities  on  which 
to  operate  them.  The  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  informs  us  that  we  now  have  55 
million  registered  motor  vehicles  in  our 
country,  1  for  every  3  people  in  the 
United  States.  More  than  that,  we  are 
adding  to  that  number  about  3  million 
new  cars  annually.  The  industry  pro¬ 
vides  about  6  million  new  cars  every 
year,  while  3  million  cars  leave  the  roads 
each  year  because  of  time  and  travel;  in 
other  words,  they  become  old,  obsolete, 
and  worn  out.  In  the  next  2  years  we 
will  have  60  million  cars  traveling  the 
highways  of  this  country.  More  than 
that,  we  are  told  that  we  aggregate 
about  one-half  trillion  miles  of  travel 
every  year.  The  people  who  own  auto¬ 
mobiles  use  their  cars  more  than  they 
did  10  years  ago.  They  travel  more 
miles;  they  go  longer  distances;  they 
use  the  car  more  often,  and  we  are  burn¬ 
ing  up  about  40  billion  gallons  of  gaso¬ 
line  annually.  I  know  of  no  people  on 
the  face  of  the  earth  who  are  more  de¬ 
pendent  upon  their  motor  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  for  their  daily  needs  or 
when  the  ownership  of  motor  vehicles 
have  become  such  an  important  factor 
in  the  lives  and  welfare  of  the  people, 
as  here  in  the  United  States.  So,  I  re¬ 
fer  once  more  to  the  problem  that  faces 
this  Congress  and  the  public  officials  of 
this  country,  namely,  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  facilities  to  operate  the  enormous 
number  of  cars  that  travel  the  high¬ 
ways  of  our  land. 

There  has  been  some  criticism  found 
with  one  or  two  of  the  provisions.  This 
bill  provides  $225  million  more  in  match¬ 
ing  money  than  the  previous  bill  which 
was  passed  by  this  Congress  two  years 
ago.  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  pass  a  road  bill  every  2  years. 
This  bill  provides  for  the  fiscal  years 
1956  and  1957.  The  money  for  the  fiscal 
years  1954-55  has  already  been  provided 
for  and  has  been  allocated  to  the  States. 
Some  argument  has  been  presented  that 
this  bill  ought  to  be  set  up  a  year  sooner. 
I  heard  it  discussed  in  the  well  of  the 
House.  I  doubt  very  much,  if  you  did 
that,  whether  the  States  could  match 


it  in  time  to  take  advantage  of  it;  in 
other  words,  we  have  a  road  policy  in 
this  land  that  started  back  in  1916,  a 
Federal-State  highway  system.  Upon 
the  whole  that  system  has  worked  ad¬ 
mirably  for  more  than  35  years.  Why 
should  we  change  it?  Why  should  we 
change  it  when  it  is  time-tested  and 
found  not  wanting?  I  think  it  would  be 
a  great  mistake.  Even  the  suggestion 
that  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Roads  be 
abolished  and  the  Federal  Government 
withdraw  from  collecting  taxes  on  gaso¬ 
line  suggested  by  the  governors’  confer¬ 
ence  I  think  would  be  a  tragic  mistake, 
because  you  would  have  no  coordinating 
agency  to  integrate  this  vast  system  of 
highways  that  has  been  built  up  since 
1916.  Why,  more  than  300  years  ago  it 
was  discovered  that  “the  easy  convey¬ 
ance  of  men  and  goods  from  place  to 
place  was  one  of  the  three  things  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  a  nation  great  and  strong.” 
Good  roads  manifested  itself  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  world  even  2,000  years  ago. 
The  Romans  believed  in  good  roads  and 
they  built  a  road  that  has  lasted  more 
than  2,000  years.  The  Greeks  believed 
in  good  roads,  and  300  years  ago  an 
English  authority  came  forth  and  said 
that  the  easy  conveyance  of  men  and 
goods  from  place  to  place  is  one  of  the 
three  essentials  which  make  a  nation 
great  and  strong.  That  is  the  subject 
we  are  dealing  with  today  on  the  floor 
of  this  House,  the  subject  of  transporta¬ 
tion- 

I  am  not  going  into  the  question  of 
the  technical  points  of  the  bill,  because, 
may  I  say  to  the  House,  in  justice  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor], 
that  he  has  devoted  much  time,  thought, 
and  energy  to  the  question  of  good  roads. 
It  was  from  his  subcommittee  that  the 
bill  was  presented  to  the  full  committee 
and  adopted  by  us  unanimously. 

The  opposition  presented  here  about 
this  half -cent  gas  tax  I  think  is  a 
tempest  in  a  teapot.  Perhaps  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  unusual,  but  if  the  tax  bill 
which  will  come  to  this  floor  next 
Wednesday  had  been  passed  before  this 
bill  came  to  the  floor  you  would  have 
heard  no  discussion  about  it  and  there 
would  have  been  no  necessity  for  put¬ 
ting  the  language  in  the  bill.  I  am  sat¬ 
isfied  that  the  half-cent  gas  tax  should 
be  continued,  and  I  believe  it  will  be 
continued. 

I  am  not  going  to  take  any  more  time 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  Will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  yield  me  a  moment  in 
order  that  I  may  confess  that  there  are 
certain  provisions  in  this  bill  I  do  not 
understand?  Knowing  how  careful  and 
capable  the  gentleman  is  in  delving  into 
these  subjects  in  his  committee,  I 
should  like  him  to  explain,  in  order  that- 
I  may  vote  intelligently  on  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill,  first,  what  is  meant  by 
the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  sys¬ 
tem.  Is  that  within  the  States  alone? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  trust  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  defer  his  question  because  I 
have  tried  to  avoid  discussing  such  ques- 
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tions,  leaving  them  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Roads  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gregor],  which  committee  practically 
prepared  this  bill. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  I  am  willing 
to  wait  if  the  gentleman  will  give  me 
time  to  ask  that  question  later. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  first  state  to  the 
committee  that  I  am  appearing  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  today.  The  absence  of  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  ranking  member  of  the 
Roads  Subcommittee,  was  caused  by  the 
tragic  incident  that  happened  here  last 
Monday.  There  were  two  members  of 
our  committee  who  received  injury  then, 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fal¬ 
lon]  and  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Davis].  I  am  happy  to  report  to 
the  committee  today  that  both  Mr.  Fal¬ 
lon  and  Mi'.  Davis  of  this  committee 
have  been  able  to  return  home  and  then- 
conditions  have  been  reported  as  satis¬ 
factory. 

In  spite  of  the  combined  efforts  of  the 
local  governments,  the  State  govern¬ 
ments,  and  the  Federal  Government,  we 
have  not  been  able  to  settle  the  tre¬ 
mendous  and  urgent  road  problem  exist¬ 
ing  in  this  country  today.  You  will  re¬ 
call  that  we  have  3  million  miles  of  roads 
in  our  country.  It  is  estimated  that  to 
put  all  our  roads  in  repair  and  bring 
them  up  to  present-day  standards  it 
would  require  an  appropriation  of  from 
$35  to  $40  billions.  The  number  of  ve¬ 
hicles  has  increased  far  in  excess  of  the 
building  program  that  has  been  carried 
on  throughout  the  country. 

The  principal  section  is  section  1,  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  traditional  recognized  high¬ 
way  program,  the  primary,  urban,  sec¬ 
ondary,  or  so-called  farm-to-market 
roads.  This  amount  of  $550  million 
provided  under  existing  law  has  been 
increased  to  $600  million.  There  has 
been  some  change  in  the  administration 
of  the  secondary-road  program.  It  es¬ 
tablishes  the  elimination  of  the  rigid 
requirements  that  heretofore  have  been 
required  of  local  governments  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  secondary  roads  to  meet 
certain  criteria  and  certain  standards 
and  certain  specifications.  The  provi¬ 
sion  of  that  part  of  the  bill  is  somewhat 
distasteful  to  me.  However,  there  still 
remains  the  right  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  veto  any  standards  or 
specifications  that  do  not  meet  require¬ 
ments.  There  has  been  a  contention 
throughout  the  land  that  we  need  to 
relax  those  high  standards  which  have 
been  imposed  heretofore  and  give  the 
local  governments  more  opportunity  to 
have  their  say  as  to  what  type  and  what 
character  of  roads  they  should  construct. 
I  have  always  been  of  the  opinion  that 
we  have  a  firm  obligation  to  see  that  the 
Federal  Government’s  tax  dollars  are 
being  wisely  invested,  and,  even  though 
there  might  have  been  some  complaints, 
it  has  served  a  most  useful  purpose. 

In  section  1  we  also  find  a  25-percent 
interchange  of  funds  that  has  been  made 
retroactive  to  the  act  of  1952. 

The  most  controversial  section  of  the 
bill  is  section  2,  dealing  with  the  inter¬ 
state  system.  The  last  act  we  passed  In 
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1952  provided  for  $25  million  to  be  spent 
on  the  principal  or  main  arterial  high¬ 
ways  throughout  the  country  known  as 
the  defense  highways.  That  road  sys¬ 
tem  found  its  life  in  the  act  of  1944.  It 
places  a  limitation  of  40,000  miles  of 
roads  in  the  interstate  system.  So  far 
we  have  had  designated  37,000  miles  of 
the  interstate  system.  It  carries  the 
heavy  load  of  the  traffic  index  figures. 
We  are  increasing  the  former  amount  to 
$175  million  to  be  made  available  in  the 
fiscal  year  1956-57  for  the  construction 
of  the  interstate  system.  Heretofore  the 
interstate  system  has  been  on  a  50-50 
matching  program,  50  percent  being  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
50  percent  by  the  local  and  State  govern¬ 
ments.  We  have  increased  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  to  60-40  percent.  We  have 
changed  the  formula  of  $100  million 
from  the  traditional  matching  basis  that 
we  have  used  in  the  past  to  a  population 
basis.  The  other  $100  million  is  to  fol¬ 
low  the  same  matching  formula  that  we 
have  had  in  the  primary  and  other  road 
systems.  This  represents  a  compromise 
between  the  urban  voices  and  that  of  the 
rural  States. 

In  my  own  State  we  would  be  most 
happy  to  have  the  traditional  formula 
written,  based  upon  the  three  ingre¬ 
dients  that  have  been  recognized  his¬ 
torically  in  the  writing  of  the  roads  bill. 
Unfortunately,  we  did  not  have  sufficient 
strength,  we  did  not  have  the  urge  nor 
the  facilities  to  write  into  this  bill  every¬ 
thing  that  would  be  suitable  to  my  peo¬ 
ple  or  suitable  to  all  the  people  in  the 
other  States.  So  we  agreed  that  one- 
half  of  the  total  amount  would  be  based 
on  a  population  formula  and  the  other 
$100  million  would  be  based  upon  the 
formula  we  have  used  in  the  past. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  contention 
about  the  continuation  of  the  one -half 
cent  gasoline  tax.  I  assure  you  this  is 
no  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  to  trespass  upon  the 
sovereignty  and  the  authority,  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  But 
with  an  increase  of  $175  million  it  was 
necessary  to  have  some  agreement  and 
some  voice  of  concert  that  we  would 
have  available  in  1956  and  1957  sufficient 
moneys  to  pay  for  the  increases  made  in 
the  bill. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  uneasiness 
about  this  proposal.  You  will  recall  that 
in  the  discussion  with  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
McGregor]  the  very  question  was 
raised  as  to  whether  or  not  the  nor¬ 
mal  relationship  existing  between  an 
authorization  and  an  appropriation 
would  prevail  in  making  funds  available 
for  the  construction  of  roads.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  has  recognized 
that  this  authorization  gives  rise  to  a 
moral  obigation  that  when  the  contracts 
are  made  between  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  a  State  highway  department, 
they  could  then  proceed  with  the  plan¬ 
ning  and  the  expenditures  of  local  funds 
in  obtaining  rights-of-way,  a  condition 
precedent  to  carrying  out  its  contractual 
relations. 

This  bill  recognizes,  as  we  have  in  the 
past,  that  within  2  years  the  State  high¬ 


way  departments  of  the  various  States 
would  have  credits  of  moneys  that  were 
not  used  in  a  single  year.  So  I  do  not 
conceive  nor  do  I  believe  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  bill  is  as  serious  as  the  objec¬ 
tors  find  it  to  be. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  wanted  to  inquire 
of  the  gentleman  whether  or  not  he 
knew  of  any  precedent  in  previous  leg¬ 
islation  for  adopting  the  60-49  matching 
fund  basis  rather  than  the  50-50  basis. 
It  is  the  first  time  it  has  come  to  my 
attention. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  60-40 
formula  is  based  upon  several  reasons, 
the  principal  one  being  the  tremendous 
cost  of  building  the  interstate  system. 
In  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  for  exam¬ 
ple,  it  is  estimated  that  on  the  interstate 
system  the  cost  would  be  in  excess  of  $2 
million  a  mile.  To  take  care  of  4-  and 
6-lane  highways  such  as  these,  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  that  we  have  huge  and  large  ex¬ 
penditures  to  construct  that  type  of  road. 

Second,  the  ability  of  the  State  to 
match  these  funds  has  been  most  diffi¬ 
cult  for  a  number  of  States.  As  an  in¬ 
ducement  to  the  States  to  carry  on  the 
construction  of  an  interstate  system  it 
was  necessary,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
committee,  to  provide  an  increase  in 
Federal  participation. 

I,  for  one,  along  with  several  other 
members  of  the  committee,  would  like  to 
have  seen  the  formula  changed  to  75-25. 
Our  views,  however,  did  not  prevail,  and 
that  too  was  a  compromise  figure. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  whether  or  not  we  have  in  the  past 
adopted  such  a  matching  basis?  My 
only  experience  has  been  with  a  50-50 
basis.  I  am  wondering  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  additional  information  on  that. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  do  not 
recall  in  a  single  instance  when  the 
matching  ratio  has  been  that  high  on  the 
four  principal  categories  of  roads. 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EVINS.  I  have  been  somewhat 
concerned  about  the  provision  in  the 
bill  for  the  diversion  of  25  percent  from 
one  purpose  to  another.  Is  it  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  committee  that  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  urban  roads  might  be  di¬ 
verted  to  rural  roads  or  that  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  rural  roads  might  be  di¬ 
verted  to  the  building  of  city  streets? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  25  percent;  and  that  25  percent 
provision  was  written  in,  in  order  that 
there  should  be  some  versatility  of  ef¬ 
fort  on  the  part  of  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  to  meet  their  State’s  needs- 
It  is  hard  to  anticipate  this  far  in  ad¬ 
vance  the  particular  needs  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  State. 

Mr.  EVINS.  I  do  not  remember  that 
flexibility  in  such  legislation  before. 
Funds  have  been  appropriated  for  a  par¬ 
ticular  purpose  and  they  have  been  used 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  they 
have  the  25  percent  formula  in  existing 
law. 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  want  to  say  in 
reply'  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  that  the  act  of  1941  car¬ 
ried  a  different  formula  than  the  50-50 
matching  provision. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  wish  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  opportunity  to  extend  my 
thanks  and  appreciation  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  for  the  distinguished 
service  and  assistance  he  has  given  us 
on  this  bill  and  legislation. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

(On  request  of  Mr.  McGregor  and  by 
unanimous  consent  the  remarks  of  Mr. 
Fallon  appear  at  this  point.) 

[Mr.  FALLON’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  27  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor], 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  and 
the  author  of  the  bill  before  us. 

(Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
•want  to  pay  my  respects  not  only  to  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads  but  also  to  the 
full  Committee  on  Public  Works.  They 
have  worked  hard  and  diligently.  This 
is  a  bill  that  came  out  of  our  committee 
by  a  unanimous .  vote.  There  was  no 
politics;  we  considered  all  of  the  areas 
which  it  is  our  privilege  to  represent; 
and,  as  so  ably  stated  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Alabama,  this 
is  a  compromise  measure.  There  are 
many  things  in  the  bill  that,  possibly, 
if  I  were  writing  it  for  the  17th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  Ohio  or  for  the 
State  of  Ohio,  I  would  have  changed  to 
coincide  with  the  Ohio  viewpoint;  but 
all  of  us  in  representing  our  respective 
districts  and  States  recognized  this  as 
a  national  matter  and  thus  agreed  on 
a  compromise  bill  which  we  all  accepted. 
I  want  to  say  to  the  members  of  the 
committee  that  I  certainly  appreciate  the 
splendid  cooperation  they  have  given 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  read  a  statement  which  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  me  by  one  of  our  colleagues  on 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Davis];  and  I  also  ask,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  after  this  statement  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  who  is  the  ranking  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  be 
granted  permission  to  insert  his  remarks 
ahead  of  those  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio.  Both  of  these  gentlemen  are  con¬ 
fined  to  the  hospital  for  reason  known 
to  all  of  us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  This  is  a  statement 
of  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee: 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  I  rise  to  support  House  Resolution 
8127.  This  measure  is  necessary  and  should 


be  enacted  into  law  to  provide  Federal-aid 
authorizations  for  orderly  continuation  of 
the  highway  construction  program  for  an 
additional  2-year  period.  The  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  bill  will  become  available 
to  the  States  during  the  fiscal  years  1956 
and  1957,  on  a  matching  basis. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  conducted  a  com¬ 
plete  study  of  the  highway  problem,  as  well 
as  the  needs  for  a  new  construction  and 
numerous  other  factors  all  relating  to  high¬ 
ways.  As  a  result  of  the  factual  material 
furnished  to  the  committee  by  Federal  de¬ 
partment  representatives.  State  highway  offi¬ 
cials,  road  builders,  automobile  associations, 
truckers,  the  motorist,  and  many  persons  in 
private  industry  as  well  as  others,  we  were 
convinced  that  the  highway  problem  was 
one  which  demanded  top  priority. 

We  were  informed  that  $800  million  was 
the  minimum  annual  Federal-aid  authoriza¬ 
tion  which  would  be  required  to  accomplish 
most  urgently  needed  construction  work  and 
that  such  a  program  would  have  to  be  kept 
in  effect  for  at  least  20  years  to  keep  pace 
with  the  problems. 

I  believe  the  committee  in  reporting  favor¬ 
ably  on  H.  R.  8127  is  attempting  to  be  real¬ 
istic,  consistent  with  the  economy  of  the 
Nation,  and  is  meeting  head  on  the  chal¬ 
lenge  which  the  highway  problem  presents. 

In  authorizing  $800  million  for  Federal  aid 
to  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956 
and  1957,  we  have  increased  the  amount 
authorized  in  the  1952  act  by  $225  million 
per  fiscal  year. 

I  believe  the  provision  in  section  1  of  the 
bill,  which  permits  up  to  25  percent’  of  the 
amount  apportioned  to  any  State  in  any  year 
for  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems, 
respectively,  to  be  transferred  from  one  sys¬ 
tem  to  either  of  the  others,  is  a  progressive 
measure  and  allows  greater  latitude  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  funds  which  will  accomplish 
better  results  on  a  more  satisfactory  basis. 
This  same  observation  may  be  made  with 
respect  to  the  second  proviso  in  section  1, 
for  that  will  also  assure  more  perfect  cooper¬ 
ation  between  the  States  and  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  with  respect  to  secondary  roads, 
and  should  prove  mutually  advantageous. 

The  committee  should  be  commended  for 
the  constructive  action  which  it  has  taken 
in  this  bill  with  respect  to  two  vital  and 
somewhat  controversial  measures.  In  sec¬ 
tion  9,  it  has  directed  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  problems 
posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  public,  utilities  services  result¬ 
ing  from  authorized  highway  improvements. 
Among  other  things,  such  a  study  is  to  in¬ 
clude  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of 
existing  relationships  between  the  State 
highway  departments  and  affected  utilities 
of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various 
State  statutes  regulating  existing  relation¬ 
ships,  to  the  end  that  a  full  and  informative 
report  may  be  made  to  the  President  for 
transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  not  later  than  February  I,  1955. 

In  section  12  the  committee  has  given 
recognition  to  the  need  for  a  great  highway 
to  traverse  the  Mississippi  Valley  from 
Canada  to  the  Gulf  and  has  authorized  the 
expenditure  of  $250,000  from  general  admin¬ 
istrative  funds  to  expedite  the  planning  and 
coordination  of  this  Great  River  Road. 

The  purposes  and  objectives  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  are  reasonable  and  urgently  required. 
These  authorizations  are  needed  not  only  as 
part  of  the  national  defense  program  but  also 
the  national  highway  safety  program. 

I  earnestly  and  sincerely  support  this  bill 
and  respectfully  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  a  privilege  and  a  pleasure  for  me  to 
incorporate  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
the  statement  of  the  Honorable  Clif¬ 


ford  Davis,  a  member  of  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  first  time  in 
history,  the  bill  before  you,  H.  R.  8127 
authorizes  appropriations  for  Federal- 
aid  highways  and  for  highway  work  in 
the  national  forests,  national  parks  and 
parkways,  and  Indian  reservations  in  the 
approximate  amount  of  the  Federal 
road  user  tax  on  motor  fuels.  The  total 
of  $875  million  authorizations  carried  in 
the  bill  compares  with  the  approxi¬ 
mately  $905  million  collected  by  the 
Federal  Government  on  gasoline  and 
diesel  fuel  in  the  fiscal  year  1953. 

There  are  several  important  features 
in  the  bill  which  I  shall  describe  more 
in  detail  in  a  moment.  These  are: 

First.  Provision  for  a  greatly  enlarged 
authorization  for  the  improvement  of 
the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways. 

Second.  Provision  for  the  transfer  of 
funds  between  different  categories  to 
provide  a  flexibility  necessary  to  meet 
highway  needs  which  vary  from  State 
to  State. 

Third.  The  transfer  to  the  State 
highway  departments  of  much  greater 
authority  to  handle  the  local  problems 
involved  in  the  farm-to-market  road 
program. 

The  bill  provides  for  carrying  forward 
the  time-proven  pattern  of  cooperation 
between  the  Federal  Government  oper¬ 
ating  through  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  the  several  States  operating 
through  their  respective  State  highway 
departments  with  a  few  changes  which 
experience  has  indicated  are  desirable. 

The  bill  would  authorize  $600  million 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957, 
divided  among  the  three  categories  of 
projects  established  initially  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  as  follows: 

Two  hundred  and  seventy  million  dol¬ 
lars,  or  45  percent,  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system. 

One  hundred  and  eighty  million  dol¬ 
lars,  or  30  percent,  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system. 

One  hundred  and  fifty  million  dollars, 
or  25  percent,  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  system  in  urban  areas. 

An  additional  $200  million  annually  is 
authorized  for  improvements  on  the  in¬ 
terstate  system.  This  system,  which  was 
set  up  through  cooperative  effort  of  the 
State  highway  departments  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  Congress,  is  limited  to  40,000 
miles.  It  represents  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  highways  in  the  primary  system. 
It  is  important  not  only  to  our  peace¬ 
time  economy  but  is  vital  to  our  national 
defense,  consisting  as  it  does  of  high¬ 
ways  of  the  greatest  strategic  impor¬ 
tance.  The  rural  portions  of  this  sys¬ 
tem,  although  comprising  only  slightly 
more  than  1  percent  of  all  the  highways 
in  the  country,  carry  20  percent  or  more 
of  all  the  rural  traffic.  It  has  been  well 
said  that  this  system,  together  with  other 
important  mileage,  is  an  integral  part  of 
our  industrial  assembly  line.  It  pro¬ 
vides  an  indispensable  service. 

The  approximate  amounts  which  each 
State  would  receive  from  the  $800  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  are  shown  in  the  table 
which  I  submit  for  the  Record; 
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State 


Alabama _ • . . 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado . . 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia . . . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana . . 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ __ 

Nebrasjka _ 

Nevada _ _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York _ _ _ 

North  Carolina . . 

North  Dakota . . 

Ohio . . . . 

Oklahoma,.. . 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island . . 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas . . . 

Utah... . . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ _ 

Washington . . . 

West  Virginia . . 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming.. _ _ 

Hawaii _ _ 

District  of  Columbia . 

Puerto  Rico _ 


Federal-aid 


Primary 

($270,000,000) 


$5, 761, 000 
4, 038, 000 
4, 495, 000 
12,  393, 000 
4, 858, 000 

1,  751, 000 
1, 323, 000 
4, 386, 000 
6, 682, 000 

3,  328,  000 
10,401,000 

6,  409, 000 
6,  520, 000 

6,  552, 000 

4,  977, 000 

4,  207,  000 

2,  265, 000 
2, 374, 000 

3,  429,  000 
8, 379, 000 
7, 002, 000 

4,  826, 000 

7,  870, 000 
5, 423, 000 

5,  204, 000 
3, 486, 000 
1. 323. 000 

3,  491, 000 
4,389,000 

12.  691,000 

6,  690, 000 
3. 917,  000 
9,415,000 

5,  778, 000 

4,  616,  000 
10,  597, 000 

1, 323,  000 
3,  635, 000 
4,217,000 
5, 851, 000 
17,  513,  000 
3, 104, 000 
1,323,000 
5, 128,000 
4, 463, 000 
2, 944, 000 
6, 378,  000 
3, 367, 000 
1, 323, 000 
1, 323, 000 
1, 402, 000 


Secondary 

($180,000,000) 


$4, 465, 000 
2, 750, 000 

3,  697, 000 
6, 381,000 
3, 245, 000 

882,000 
882, 000 
2,867, 000 
5. 103,  000 
2, 341,  000 
5,  664, 000 
4, 418, 000 

4,  772, 000 

4,  587,  000 
4,131,000 
3, 045,  000 
1,621,000 
1, 451, 000 

1,  273  000 
5. 113,000 
4  943,000 
4, 021, 000 
5, 325, 000 
3,  730, 000 
3, 733. 000 
2, 330, 000 

882, 000 
1, 175,000 
3, 015, 000 
5,085.000 

5,  715, 000 
2, 844, 000 
5,727,000 
4, 137, 000 

3,  226, 000 
6,306,000 

882, 000 
3,010,000 
3, 012, 000 

4,  560, 000 
11,  727,  000 

2, 053, 000 
882, 000 
3,986,000 
2, 982,  000 

2,  563, 000 
4, 450, 000 
2,  282, 000 

882, 000 
882,000 
1, 465, 000 


Urban 

($150,000,000) 


$1, 938, 000 
575, 000 
827, 000 
13, 148. 000 
1,229,000 
2,  864,  000 
303, 000 

2,  652, 000 
2, 156, 000 

285, 000 
10, 344,  000 
3, 538, 000 
1,  756, 000 
1,390,000 
1,  530,  000 
2, 168, 000 
618, 000 
2, 510,  000 
6, 156. 000 
-  6,884,000 
2,408,000 
819, 000 

3,  643, 000 
348, 000 
868, 000 
113  000 
438,000 

6, 475, 000 
485, 000 
19,  770, 000 
1, 901, 000 
250, 000 
8, 559, 000 
1,  616, 000 
1,186, 000 
11, 197, 000 
1, 057, 000 
1, 017, 000 
287, 000 
2, 139, 000 
7, 086, 000 
627, 000 
230, 000 
2, 306. 000 
2, 232, 000 
963, 000 
2, 896, 000 
161,  000 
497,  000 
1, 278, 000 
1,  271, 000 


Subtotal 


$12, 164, 000 
7, 363, 000 
8.919,000 
31,922,000 
9,  332, 000 
5,  497, 000 
2,  508,  000 
9,  905, 000 
13,941,000 
5,  954,  000 
26, 409,  000 
14,  365, 000 
13, 048, 000 
12,  529, 000 
10, 644, 000 
9,  420,  000 
4, 504,  000 
6, 335,  000 
10, 858, 000 
20,  376, 000 
14.  353, 000 
9,  666, 000 
16. 838, 000 
9,  501, 000 
9,865,000 
5.  929,  000 
2.643,000 
11,141,000 
7, 889, 000 
37.  546. 000 
14. 306, 000 
7,  Oil,  000 
23, 701, 000 

11,  531, 000 
9, 028, 000 

28, 100, 000 
3, 262, 000 
7,  662, 000 
7, 516, 000 

12,  550, 000 
36, 326, 000 

5,  784, 000 
2,  435, 000 

11, 420, 000 
9,  677, 000 

6,  470, 000 

13,  724, 000 
5,  810, 000 

2,  702, 000 

3,  483, 000 
4, 138, 000 


Interstate 

Population  1 

See.  21  2 

Subtotal 

($100,000,000; 

($100,000,000) 

($200,000,000) 

$1, 876, 000 

$2,155,000 

$4, 031,  000 

735, 000 

1,507,000 

2,  242, 000 

1,170,000 

1,  680, 000 

2, 850, 000 

6,  487, 000 

4,  652, 000 

11,139,000 

812,  000 

1,  814,  000 

2,  620, 000 

1,  230,  000 

658,  000 

1,888,000 

735,  000 

490,  000 

1,225.000 

1,  698,  000 

1,643,  000 

3, 341,000 

2,111,000 

2,  499, 000 

4,  610, 000 

735, 000 

1,242,000 

1,977,000 

6, 339,  000 

3.901,000 

9,  240,  000 

2,411,000 

2,  399,  000 

4,  810,000 

1, 606, 000 

2, 436,  000 

4,  042, 000 

1, 168, 000 

2,  440,  000 

3,  614,  000 

1, 804, 000 

1, 863, 000 

3,  667, 000 

1,  644. 000 

1,  576,  000 

3,  220, 000 

735, 000 

847,  000 

1,  582,  000 

1, 436,  000 

892,  000 

2, 328,  000 

2,  874, 000 

1,  293, 000 

4, 167, 000 

3, 904,  000 

3, 141, 000 

7, 045, 000 

1, 828, 000 

2.  617. 000 

4,  445, 000 

1, 335, 000 

1,804,000 

3, 139, 000 

2, 423, 000 

2,  943, 000 

5,  366, 000 

735, 000 

2. 023. 000 

2.  758, 000 

812, 000 

1,  965,  000 

2,  777, 000 

735, 000 

1,300.000 

2,035.000 

735, 000 

490,000 

1,  225, 000 

2,  963, 000 

1, 316, 000 

4,  279, 000 

735, 000 

1,  638. 000 

2, 373, 000 

9, 087, 000 

4,  775, 000 

13.  862, 000 

2, 489. 000 

2.  504, 000 

4, 993, 000 

735.000 

1, 461, 000 

2, 196, 000 

4, 869, 000 

3.  531, 000 

8.  400,  000 

1,  369, 000 

2, 159, 000 

3,  528, 000 

932, 000 

1,  725, 000 

2,  657, 000 

6,  433,  000 

3,  980,  000 

10,  413, 000 

735, 000 

490, 000 

1,225,000 

1.  297, 000 

1, 361, 000 

2,  658, 000 

735, 000 

1,573,000 

2,  308, 000 

2,  017, 000 

2, 189, 000 

4,206,000 

4,  725,  000 

6,  548, 000 

11,  273, 000 

735,000 

1,159,000 

1,  894.  000 

735, 000 

490,  000 

1,  225, 000 

2, 034, 000 

1,  920,  000 

3, 954, 000 

1,458,000 

1,  670,  000 

3, 128, 000 

1,229, 000 

1,103,000 

2,  332,  000 

2, 105, 000 

2, 386, 000 

4,  491, 000 

735, 000 

1, 256, 000 

1,  991, 000 

735, 000 

490, 000 

1,  225, 000 

Total 

($800,000,000) 


$16, 195, 000 
9, 605, 000 
11,769.000 
43,061,000 
11,958,000 

7,  385,  000 
3,  733,  000 

13,  246,  000 
18,  551, 000 
7,931,000 
35,  649,  000 
19,175,000 
17, 090,000 
16, 143, 000 
14,311,000 
12,  610,  000 
6,  086,  000 

8,  663, 000 
15. 025, 000 
27,  421, 000 
18,  798, 000 
12,805,000 
22,204,000 
12,  259, 000 
12,  642, 000 

7,  964,  000 

3,  868. 000 

15,  420, 000 
10, 262, 000 
51,  40S,  000 
19. 299, 000 

9,  207, 000 
32, 101.000 
15, 059, 000 
11,685,000 
38,  513, 000 

4,  487, 000 
10, 320, 000 

9, 824, 000 

16,  756, 000 
47,  599, 000 

7,  678, 000 

3,  660, 000 
15,  374, 000 
12, 805, 000 

8,  802, 000 
18,  215, 000 

7, 801, 000 
2.  702, 000 

4,  708, 000 
4, 138,  000 


1  Apportioned  according  to  total  population  with  minimum  of  %  of  1  percent. 

1  Apportioned  according  to  sec.  21  of  Federal  Highway  Act— area,  %  total  population,  and  Vi  post  road  mileage,  with  minimum  of  Vi  of  1  percent. 


No  one  can  dispute  the  urgent  need  for 
modernizing  our  highway  system.  Tes¬ 
timony  submitted  to  the  committee  by 
the  State  highway  officials  indicated  that 
the  estimated  cost  of  eliminating  the  de¬ 
ficiencies  on  the  approved  Federal-aid 
systems  of  673,000  miles  amounted  to 
approximately  $35  billion.  This  estimate 
is  larger  than  similar  estimates  made  in 
prior  years.  The  increase  in  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  modernizing  this  mileage 
shows  that  under  our  present  rate  of  ex¬ 
penditure  we  have  been  losing  ground. 
This  has  happened  in  spite  of  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $3,600,000,000  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  systems  in  the  past  few  years. 

A  lock  at  the  increase  in  automobile 
registrations  will  help  to  explain  this  sit¬ 
uation.  Ten  years  ago,  in  1944,  30,479,000 
motor  vehicles  were  registered.  The 
number  of  motor  vehicles  using  our  high¬ 
ways  has  steadily  increased  at  such  an 
unprecedented  rate  that  in  the  year  just 
closed  more  than  55  million  motor  vehi¬ 
cles  were  in  service.  This  is  an  increase 
in  a  10-year  period  of  80  percent. 

These  statistics,  however,  do  not  tell 
the  full  story.  Many  owners  .of  auto¬ 
mobiles  are  using  them  more  and  more 
each  year  for  both  recreation  and  daily 
activities.  We  are  truly  a  nation  on 
wheels.  Over  night  our  whole  popula¬ 
tion  could  be  moved  from  one  place  to 


another  with  less  than  an  average  of 
three  persons  per  car — that  is,  it  could  if 
we  had  the  highways  to  accommodate 
our  motor  vehicles. 

Now  a  word  of  explanation  as  to  the 
new  features  in  the  bill  which  experience 
has  indicated  are  desirable.  The  $600 
million  authorized  for  work  on  the  three 
categories  of  projects — primary,  second¬ 
ary,  and  urban,  which  might  be  referred 
to  as  the  regular  Federal-aid  highway 
program — is  apportioned  in  the  same 
manner  among  the  States  as  provided  in 
the  1944  act.  To  provide  greater  flexi¬ 
bility  in  the  use  of  these  funds  to  meet 
varying  conditions  encountered  in  differ¬ 
ent  States,  there  is  provision  in  the  bill 
that  would  permit  the  transfer  between 
these  3  classes  of  projects  to  the  extent 
of  not  more  than  25  percent  when  such 
transfer  is  requested  by  a  State  high¬ 
way  department  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the 
public  interest. 

Such  a  provision  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  State  highway  officials 
several  times  in  the  past  in  connection 
with  consideration  of  previous  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  the  committee  is  now  convinced 
that  such  a  provision  is  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  flexibility  necessary  for  a  State 
highway  department  to  make  the  most 
beneficial  use  of  Federal  funds  appor¬ 


tioned  to  it  in  meeting  its  particular 
highway  needs. 

Another  provision  would  give  to  the 
State  highway  departments  much  geater 
authority  in  handling  their  secondary 
road  program.  Following  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  the  secondary  funds  to  the 
States  and  the  programing  of  projects, 
the  State  highway  departments  would 
carry  on  the  secondary  program  without 
the  necessity  of  referring  the  plans  to 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  approval 
and  without  detail  inspection  by  engi¬ 
neers  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  as  is 
required  by  the  present  law.  Payment  of 
the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  secondary 
projects  would  be  made  on  certification 
by  the  State  highway  department  that 
the  plans,  design,  and  construction  of 
such  projects  were  in  accord  with  the 
standards  and  procedures  applicable  to 
such  projects  which  had  previously  been 
approved  and  following  a  final  inspection 
by  the  Bureau  engineers  to  see  that  the 
work  had  been  performed. 

This  provision  is  intended  to  place 
back  in  the  States  the  handling  of  the 
local  problems  involved  in  the  building 
of  farm-to-market  roads  and  would  re¬ 
lieve  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  many 
administrative  and  engineering  respon¬ 
sibilities  imposed  by  present  law.  It  is 
my  belief  that  this  provision  will  pro- 
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vide  a  pattern  of  cooperation  between 
the  State  highway  departments  and 
counties,  or  other  local  units,  comparable 
to  that  which  has  been  built  up  through 
the  years  and  which  would  continue  be- 
tween  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and 
the  State  highway  departments  on  the 
primary  and  urban  systems.  This  de¬ 
sirable  transfer  of  authority  to  the  State 
highway  departments  will  in  no  way  af¬ 
fect  the  requirement  that  the  States  or 
counties  maintain  the  projects  after  con¬ 
struction.  This  maintenance  require¬ 
ment  will  insure  the  protection  of  the 
Federal  interest  in  these  projects  and 
the  public  of  continuing  satisfactory 
highway  service  through  proper  main¬ 
tenance. 

The  committee  gave  the  most  serious 
consideration  to  the  apportionment 
formula  for  the  $200  million  authorized 
for  the  interstate  system.  The  State 
highway  officials  association  had  re¬ 
peatedly  recommended  that  these  funds 
be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion  rather  than  the  formula  for  pri¬ 
mary  roads  which  gives  equal  weight  to 
the  three  factors  of  population,  area,  and 
mileage  of  post  roads.  To  provide  a 
larger  apportionment  to  States  with 
sparse  population,  a  floor  of  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  was  recommended 
as  a  part  of  the  population  formula. 
The  reason  for  apportioning  these  funds 
on  a  population  basis,  which  was  stressed 
before  the  committee,  was  that  it  would 
permit  reasonably  uniform  progress  in 
removing  the  deficiencies  from  the  in¬ 
terstate  system  in  all  of  the  States. 
After  extended  consideration,  the  com¬ 
mittee  decided  to  provide  that  one -half 
the  funds  authorized  for  the  interstate 
system  be  apportioned  on  the  traditional 
primary  formula  and  one-half  on  popu¬ 
lation  with  a  floor  of  three-fourths  of  1 
percent.  This  is  a  good  compromise  be¬ 
cause  testimony  before  the  committee 
indicated  that  the  cost  of  removing  the 
deficiencies  on  the  interstate  system  are 
about  equally  divided  between  urban  and 
rural  areas  and  one-half  the  interstate 
funds  would  be  apportioned  under  the 
bill  on  a  formula  similar  to  that  cover¬ 
ing  the  apportionment  of  urban  funds 
and  the  remaining  half  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  primary  funds. 

Another  departure  from  current  prac¬ 
tice  is  a  provision  which  would  make  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  improving 
the  interstate  system  60  percent  and  the 
States’  share  40  percent,  with  the  sliding 
scale  applying  in  the  public  land  States. 
Strong  support  was  presented  to  the 
committee  for  increasing  the  Federal 
share  above  the  traditional  50-50  match¬ 
ing  ratio  because  of  the  vital  importance 
of  this  system  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 
The  State  Highway  Officials  Association 
and  the  American  Automobile  Associa¬ 
tion  each  recommended  that  the  Federal 
share  be  increased  to  75  percent.  Other 
witnesses  appearing  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  thought  that  the  regular  50-50 
matching  should  be  continued.  Recog¬ 
nizing  the  great  importance  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system  and  the  importance  of  ex¬ 
pediting  its  modernization  and  that  a 
larger  Federal  share  would  serve  as  an 
inducement  to  proceed  more  rapidly  with 
the  costly  improvements  on  the  inter¬ 


state  system,  the  committee  included  the 
60-40  matching  provision. 

The  apportionment  and  availability 
of  the  interstate  funds  is  conditioned  on 
the  continuation  of  the  2-cent  Federal 
gasoline  tax.  A  reduction  of  one -half 
cent  in  this  tax  would  reduce  the  income 
from  this  source  by  an  amount  in  excess 
of  the  $200,000,000  being  provided  for 
the  interstate  system.  To  make  this 
program  self-supporting  from  the  motor 
fuel  tax  revenue  it  is  necessary  that  this 
tax  be  retained  at  2  cents  per  gallon. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  continuation 
of  present  programs  of  highway  work  in 
Federal  reservations  for  each  of  the  fis¬ 
cal  years  1956  and  1957  as  follows: 


Forest  highways _ $22,  500,  000 

Forest  development  roads  and 

trails _ 22,  500,  000 

National  park  roads -  10,  000,  000 

Parkways _  lb,  000,  000 

Indian  reservation  roads -  10,  000,  000 


Total . . .  75,  000,  000 


Because  of  the  great  lag  between  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  for  for¬ 
est  highways,  the  bill  proposes  to  can¬ 
cel  the  authorization  of  $22,500,000 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1955.  Such 
a  cancellation  will  still  leave  nearly  $21 
million  authorized  but  not  appropriated. 
There  is  precedent  for  such  cancella¬ 
tion  action  since  a  similar  situation  of 
lagging  appropriations  existed  when  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  was 
under  consideration  and  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  1948  was  canceled. 

No  new  authorization  is  contained  in 
H.  R.  8127  for  continuing  work  on  the 
Inter-American  Highway  and  the  so- 
called  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua.  How¬ 
ever,  on  recommendation  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  the  unappropriated 
balances  of  the  funds  heretofore  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  are  continued  for  the  fiscal  years 
1955  and  1956.  This  will  provide  for 
continuing  this  work  at  an  acceptable 
rate. 

A  number  of  witnesses  appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  urging  that  the  cost 
of  adjusting  public  utilities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  construction  of  Federal- 
aid  projects  be  made  reimbursable  from 
Federal  funds  regardless  of  current  State 
laws  and  franchise  provisions.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  that  assumption  of  the 
costs  involved  in  making  adjustments 
necessitated  by  highway  projects  imposes 
a  serious  burden  on  many  utilities,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  smaller  ones.  The  com¬ 
mittee  concluded,  however,  that  before 
recommending  such  a  step  it  should 
have  the  benefit  of  a  factual  study  in¬ 
cluding  a  review  and  financial  analysis 
of  existing  relationships  between  the 
State  highway  departments  and  affected 
utilities  of  all  types  and  so  has  directed 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  such 
a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
highway  departments  and  other  parties 
and  interests  relative  to  the  problems 
posed  by  the  necessary  relocation  and 
reconstruction  of  public  utilities  result¬ 
ing  from  Federal-aid  highway  improve¬ 
ments. 

Under  present  legislation  there  is  no 
specific  provision  for  the  improvement  of 
extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in 
urban  areas.  To  correct  this  situation 


section  11  provides  for  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  improvement  of  such  exten¬ 
sions  with  urban  funds.  This  is  a  very 
desirable  provision.  In  my  opinion  it 
might  be  well  also  to  permit  the  im¬ 
provement  of  such  extensions  with  pri¬ 
mary  funds. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  use  not  to  exceed  $250,000 
from  General  Administrative  funds  for 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  planning 
and  coordination  of  a  continuous  Great 
River  Road  which  would  traverse  the 
Mississippi  Valley  from  Canada  to  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  Such  Mississippi  Valley 
Parkway  has  been  proposed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plan  recommended  in  the 
joint  report  submitted  to  Congress  No¬ 
vember  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of 
Commerce  and  Interior.  The  commit¬ 
tee  feels  that  such  authorization  would 
provide  an  incentive  to  the  10  States 
bordering  the  Mississippi  toward  the  de¬ 
veloping  of  such  parkway  in  line  with 
established  Federal-aid  procedures. 
During  recent  years  the  committee  has 
had  before  it  numerous  bills  to  provide 
Federal  authorizations  and  assistance 
toward  this  project. 

In  concluding  my  description  of  the 
bill  I  wish  to  reemphasize  that  for  the 
first  time  in  history,  through  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.  R.  8127,  we  will  be  making 
available  for  highway  work  approxi¬ 
mately  the  amount  of  the  Federal  tax  on 
motor  fuels. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  I  want  to  ask 
the  question  that  I  propounded  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  as  to  the  meaning  or 
significance  of  the  words  “private  high¬ 
way”  system.  Does  that  include  the 
roads  within  each  respective  State? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  may  say  that  the 
gentleman’s  inference  is  correct.  The 
primary  highway  system  is  a  network 
of  principal  highways  comprising  the 
Federal-aid  primary-highway  systems 
in  the  States.  Since  World  War  II,  45 
percent  of  each  year’s  authorization  has 
gone  to  this  particular  system. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  Is  the  per¬ 
centage  allocated  this  year  on  a  par  or 
is  it  the  same  as  the  pattern  we  have 
followed  every  year  previously? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 
The  bill  makes  no  change  whatsoever 
in  the  primary,  urban,  and  secondary 
systems;  45  percent  goes  to  the  primary, 
30  percent  goes  to  the  secondary,  and 
25  percent  to  the  urban. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  It  is  noted 
here  that  $150  million  is  for  projects 
on  Federal-aid  and  primary  highways  in 
urban  areas  and  $200  million  is  set  aside 
for  interstate  roads  concerning  urban 
areas.  Why  is  not  the  $200  million  tied 
in  with  the  $150  million? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  might  say  that 
under  the  interstate  system  we  have 
40,000  miles,  and  that  40,000  miles  com¬ 
prises  primarily  urban  and,  I  expect,  a 
little  secondary.  But  the  40,000  miles 
is  the  main  routes  of  arterial  travel 
from  one  section  of  the  country  to  the 
other,  and  that  is  really  under  the  cate- 
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gory  of  a  military  road.  We  have  allo¬ 
cated  $200  million  for  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  We  have  changed  the  formula  on 
that.  Instead  .  of  a  50-50  matching 
clause,  which  is  applicable  to  the  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system,  we  call  it  60-40,  which  is 
60  percent  put  up  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  40  percent  put  up  by  the 
States.  We  do  that  to  add  a  little  in¬ 
centive  for  the  States  to  hurry  the  so- 
called  interstate  system,  because  it  is 
a  part  of  our  defense  program.  This 
defense  program  is  quite  mobile,  and  I 
feel  that  the  interstate  system  is  more 
of  a  Federal  responsibility  than  it  is  a 
State  responsibility. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  the  information  he  gave  me. 
Then  the  sum  total  of  these  figures  would 
be  $800  million? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  matching 
money  is  $800  million.  The  actual  total 
of  the  bill  proper  is  $875  million.  The 
$75  million  represents  forest  highways, 
parks,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  All  of  this  is 
to  be  allocated  to  the  improvement  and 
construction  of  new  roads;  am  I  correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct.  If 
I  may  interrupt  the  gentleman,  this  $875 
million  is  the  highest  amount  of  money 
ever  allocated  or  authorized  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  for  roads.  The  actual 
return  from  the  2-cent  fuel  gas  tax  this 
year  is  approximately  $906  million.  We 
are  authorizing  $875  million  of  this 
amount.  We  are  leaving  approximately 
$30  million  as  a  cushion  fund  for  an 
emergency  that  might  arise. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  Illinois.  I  just  want  to 
add  to  what  I  have  heretofore  stated, 
that  I  am  sure  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  is  familiar 
with  the  statement  the  President  of  the 
United  States  made  recently  before  the 
National  Safety  Council.  He  described 
the  maiming  and  the  slaughter  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  individuals  killed  on  the  high¬ 
ways,  and  the  loss  of  property.  My 
only  regret,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the 
figure  just  mentioned  is  not  four  times 
as  big  as  that  which  this  bill  calls  for. 
I  think  it  is  one  of  the  most  worthy, 
one  of  the  most  outstanding,  one  of  the 
most  necessary  causes  to  which  we  can 
contribute  our  funds  that  has  ever  been 
conjured  up  since  I  have  been  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  statement,  because  I  know 
of  his  intense  interest  in  this  problem. 
I  might  say  that  on  page  A1683  of  the 
Congressional  Record  you  will  find  the 
apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway 
funds  as  it  compares  with  existing  law  as 
to  each  of  the  segments  of  the  highway 
program. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  One  of  the  subjects 
discussed  on  the  floor  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  rule  on  this  bill  was  the 
question  of  linkage  between  the  tax  on 
gasoline  and  the  amount  appropriated. 
Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  if  he  is  an  advocate 


of  linkage  between  the  proceeds  of  the 
gas  tax  and  the  appropriations. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  might  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  from  Iowa  that 
there  is  really  no  linkage  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill.  We  are  saying  to  the  peo¬ 
ple,  “If  you  want  good  highways,  you 
give  us  the  money  that  you  have  been 
paying  in,  the  2-cent  gas  tax,  and  we  will 
assure  you  by  the  passage  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  that  we  will  put  approximately 
the  same  amount  of  money  on  roads.” 
Now,  being  absolutely  honest  and  sincere, 
we  are  saying  “you  can  either  have  good 
roads  or  you  can  vote  out  the  one-half 
cent  liquid  fuel  tax  and  not  have  them.” 
We  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  half -cent  tax,  and  I 
was  highly  pleased  when  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
Congressman  Reed,  made  the  statement 
that  we  were  not  interfering  with  opera¬ 
tion  of  his  committee.  It  is  imperative 
that  the  2-cent  gas  tax  be  continued  and 
not  be  permitted  to  expire  for  the  reve¬ 
nue  therefrom  will  bring  in  approximate¬ 
ly  $910  million.  With  this  fund  avail¬ 
able,  we  can  assure  you  that  you  will 
have  $875  million  spent  on  roads.  We 
are  not  linking  it.  The  revenue  from 
gas  and  diesel  oil  all  goes  into  the  gen¬ 
eral  fund  of  the  Treasury.  Ninety  per¬ 
cent  of  the  American  people  believe  that 
the  gas  taxes  which  they  pay  are  all 
going  into  roads. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  Is  it  fair  to  say  to 
people  who  inquire  of  me  that  this  is  not 
a  linkage  bill? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  would  say  to  my 
friend  from  Iowa,  in  my  opinion,  it  is 
not  entirely  a  linkage  bill.  If  it  were  a 
direct  linkage  bill  we  would  be  interfer¬ 
ing  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means,  or  at  least  that 
question  could  be  raised.  There  has  been 
a  great  debate  here  on  whether  or  not  we 
should  continue  the  one-half  cent  tax. 
You  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
that  Wednesday — for  it  is  part  of  the 
tax  bill. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  That  is  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  tax  bill? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  right.  It 
is  in  the  tax  bill,  I  am  told.  If  they 
want  to  argue  whether  or  not  we  should 
continue  the  tax  bill,  that  is  the  time 
to  debate  it.  We  are  saying  here,  if  you 
do  continue  the  tax,  we  will  give  approxi¬ 
mately  that  amount  of  money  to  the  road 
program.  If  you  do  not  continue  it,  we 
cannot,  because  we  just  have  so  much 
money.  This  one-half  cent  represents 
approximately  $225  million.  We  cannot 
enter  into  contractual  obligations  with 
the  various  States  and  then  have  that 
$225  million  taken  from  us. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  as  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Inter-Governmental  Rela¬ 
tions  this  subject  of  Federal  aid  to  high¬ 
ways  has  been  one  of  the  subjects  which 
is  under  current  consideration. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  recognize  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  a  member  of  that  Commission 
and  doing  a  splendid  job. 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  The  Commission  is 
presently  having  under  consideration  a 
Special  report  with  reference  to  Federal 
aid  for  highways.  That  was  in  the  back¬ 
ground  of  my  thinking  in  asking  these 
questions. 


Mr.  McGREGOR.  Please  remember 
that  this  is  not  permanent  legislation. 
The  Congress  can  change  its  mind.  But 
one  thing  we  are  doing,  we  are  saying  to 
the  other  body  that  when  this  piece  of 
legislation  goes  over  there  they  cannot 
do  what  some  of  us  think  they  want  to 
do,  which  is  to  take  out  the  half-cent  tax 
and  still  haye  good  roads. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  should  also  point  out  that  that  half 
cent  brings  in  about  $225  million  a  year. 
If  that  half  cent  is  not  continued,  it 
means  the  income  from  that  gas  tax  is 
that  much  less.  In  this  bill  we  are  in¬ 
creasing  the  amount  to  the  States  $225 
million.  It  makes  a  spread  of  $450 
million. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman’s 
figures  are  correct. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
means  to  say  that  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  confines  itself  in  making 
appropriations  for  public  roads  solely  to 
the  revenue  received  from  the  gas  tax? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Indeed  not.  We 
are  not  changing  the  existing  tax  law. 
If  we  were,  we  would  say  that  it  would  be 
earmarked  specifically  for  interstate 
roads.  In  no  place  in  this  legislation  are 
we  saying  that  we  are  earmarking  any 
funds.  It  all  goes  into  the  General 
Treasury.  But  we  are  saying  that  we 
cannot  give  you  good  roads  and  then 
allow  you  to  take  one-half  cent  of  the 
gasoline  tax  away  from  us. 

Mr.  NELSON.  The  gentleman’s  com¬ 
mittee  has  made  an  appropriation  of 
some  $200  million  for  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  I  understand  from  the  address  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer], 
when  he  spoke  on  the  rule,  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  considers  it  a  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
develop  the  interstate  highway  system. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  do  consider  the 
interstate  system  more  of  a  Federal  re¬ 
sponsibility  because  of  its  military  value 
and  its  possible  expensive  and  rigid  speci¬ 
fications? 

Mr.  NELSON.  Yet,  in  this  bill  you 
appropriate  $600  million  for  intrastate 
highways  without  any  limitation,  but  you 
place  an  express  limitation  on  interstate 
highways  that  the  money  shall  not  be 
apportioned  or  spent  unless  the  gas  tax 
continues  at  2  cents. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  have  not 
changed  the  formula  in  the  primary, 
secondary,  or  urban  systems. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  am  talking  about  your 
limitation  upon  interstate  highways. 
You  have  an  express  limitation  that  the 
money  shall  not  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  unless  the  gas 
tax  continues  at  2  cents. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Again  I  say  to  my 
friend,  we  are  just  saying  truthfully,  if 
we  do  not  have  the  money,  we  cannot 
build  the  roads. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  have  gathered  from 
the  debate,  and  I  have  listened  to  it  very 
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carefully,  the  primary  purpose  of  the 
linkage  between  the  $200  million  and  the 
2-cent  gas  tax  is  to  get  the  excise  tax 
through  the  other  body;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  would  not  think 
so.  The  other  body  can  do  as  they  please 
with  the  excise-tax  bill.  If  my  friend 
wants  to  take  off  the  one-half  cent,  he 
will  have  that  privilege  next  Wednesday 
by  making  such  a  motion. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Your  friend  has  no  de¬ 
sire  to  take  off  the  one-half-cent  tax, 
but  he  does  oppose  the  linkage  of  the 
one-half-cent  gasoline  tax  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  interstate  highways. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Would  my  friend 
then  want  us  to  be  in  the  position  of 
entering  into  a  contract  or  an  obligation 
with  a  State  thinking  that  we  were  going 
to  get  approximately  $910  million  of  rev¬ 
enue,  and  then  the  other  body  deciding 
that  we  were  only  going  to  get  approxi¬ 
mately  $700  million?  We  would  then 
be  faced  with  the  problem  of  canceling 
our  obligations. 

Mr.  NELSON.  No;  the  gentleman  is 
objecting  to  the  linkage  of  the  tax  in 
connection  with  the  development  of  our 
highways.  I  think  the  development  of 
our  highways  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Federal  Government,  regardless  of  the 
income  from  the  gasoline  taxes. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  States  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  but  I  also  think  it  is 
our  responsibility  to  be  honest  and  fair 
with  the  road  users  and  see  to  it  that 
the  money  they  are  paying  for  gas  tax 
goes  on  the  roads. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  consider  that  this  limitation  on  the 
expenditure  of  $200  million  is  in  effect 
an  announcement  that  your  committee 
does  not  consider  that  the  Government 
has  any  responsibility  for  interstate 
highways  unless  and  only  as  long  as  it 
collects  the  gasoline  tax? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  No;  the  gentleman 
is  entirely  wrong.  I  am  certain  that  the 
gentleman  has  not  read  the  hearings. 
We  had  weeks  and  weeks  of  hearings  on 
this.  Certainly,  we  tried  to  be  fair  and 
not  infringe  upon  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  as  the  chairman  so 
stated  a  few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  have  no  doubt  about 
that  at  all. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOW.  The  gentleman  from 
Maine,  in  his  colloquy  with  my  colleague 
who  is  addressing  us  from  the  well  of 
the  House,  has  said  numerous  times  that 
your  committee  has  made  appropriations 
for  highway  purposes.  Now,  to  keep  the 
record  straight,  is  it  not  true  that  what 
your  committee  has  done  is  to  authorize 
this  expenditure,  but  it  has  made  no 
appropriations?  I  just  would  like  to  have 
the  record  straight  on  that. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 
We  cannot  initiate  an  appropriation  bill, 
we  can  only  authorize.  As  you  readily 
recall,  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
took  out  $55  million  of  our  authorization 
bill  for  1954. 

Mr.  TOLLEFSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 


Mi-.  TOLLEFSON.  I  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  commend  the  gentleman 
on  the  fine  statement  he  is  making,  and 
to  commend  him  also  for  the  provision 
in  the  bill  with  respect  to  forest  high¬ 
ways.  I  note  the  bill  provides  for  an 
authorization  of  $22  y2  million  for  forest 
highways.  As  the  gentleman  knows,  we 
are  extremely  interested  in  that  subject. 
I  assume  that  we  can  count  on  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  support  when  that  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  or  rather  appropriation  bill 
comes  up. 

Mi-.  McGREGOR.  Certainly,  and  I 
recognize  the  gentleman’s  interest  in 
forest  highways  as  well  as  in  the  rest  of 
the  highway  program,  he  has  discussed 
the  problem  with  me  many  times. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  has  done  a  very  fine 
job  in  presenting  this  bill.  I  congratu¬ 
late  him  and  I  congratulate  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  his  committee  for  the  excellent 
work  that  they  have  done.  However,  I 
do  have  a  few  questions.  If  I  understood 
the  gentleman  correctly,  the  bill  which 
we  are  now  considering  does  not  change 
previous  law  going  back  to,  let  us  say, 
1948,  1947,  or  1946  except  that  you  have 
increased  the  amounts.  But  the  allo¬ 
cation  or  the  formula  remains  the  same. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Yes,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  interstate  system,  which 
we  put  on  a  60-40  basis. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Yes.  But,  as  I 
understood  the  gentleman,  no  money  has 
ever  been  earmarked  in  the  Federal 
Treasury  for  the  use  of  the  highways, 
and  this  bill  does  not  earmark  any 
money;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Then,  under 
this  bill  a  certain  amount  is  authorized, 
which  is  larger  than  any  other  previous 
bill  in  history  or  in  recent  years,  and 
once  we  pass  this  bill  and  that  money  is 
authorized,  it  will  be  the  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  whether  the 
Federal  gas  tax  is  reduced  or  not;  is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct,  ex¬ 
cept  on  the  interstate  system. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Therefore,  there 
would  be  no  direct  relationship  between 
this  bill  and  the  retaining  of  the  present 
2-cent  per-gallon  tax? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  true. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  And  that  is  the 
wording  of  this  bill  as  of  now,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  May  I  say  one 
more  word?  Then,  in  the  event  that 
the  Congress  should  see  fit  to  reduce  the 
Federal  gasoline  tax  from  2  cents  to  IV2 
cents  a  gallon  sometime  in  the  future, 
the  next  bill  that  comes  from  this  com¬ 
mittee  would  have  to  take  that  into  con¬ 
sideration;  but  in  no  way  would  it  affect 
the  legislation  now  pending  before  us. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  question  then 
would  be  for  the  Congress  to  decide  upon 
the  amount  of  money  it  would  authorize. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  At  some  future 
date. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  right. 


Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  It  would  be  the 
obligation  of  the  Congress  to  find  the 
money  for  this  purpose,  even  if  it  had 
to  go  into  the  Federal  Treasury  and  take 
money  out  that  had  been  acquired  from 
the  highway  user  under  some  other  tax, 
such  as  the  tax  on  tires  or  tubes,  or  new 
automobiles,  or  automobile  parts;  am  I 
correct? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  very  clear  on  that. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Referring  to 
section  9,  am  I  to  infer  from  reading 
that  section,  that  there  is  support  in  the 
committee  for  a  policy  of  permitting  the 
use  of  these  Federal  funds  in  the  re¬ 
locating  and  reconstruction  of  public 
utilities? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  right  in  the  assumption  that 
there  is  support  in  the  committee,  be¬ 
cause  many  members  of  the  committee 
feel  that  there  is  a. problem  relating  to 
utilities.  Some  of  the  members  wanted 
to  earmark  4  percent  or  5  percent  of  the 
fund  for  that  specific  purpose,  but  we 
decided  that  a  study  should  be  made 
first  to  determine  various  States  rights. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  If  I  may  ask 
one  other  question,  at  the  present  time 
none  of  these  Federal  funds  may  be  used 
for  such  relocation  or  reconstruction  or 
to  assume  any  part  of  the  cost  of  operat¬ 
ing  a  public  utility;  is  that  right? 

Mi-.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct — 
except  condemnation  on  private  prop¬ 
erty. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  should  like  to 
call  attention  of  the  membership  to  the 
secondary-road  problem.  We  have 
heard  that  the  governors  and  various 
other  State  officials  want  more  control. 
On  page  3  you  will  find  a  clause  which 
gives  to  the  State  highway  departments 
the  right  to  draw  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions  and  construct  secondary  roads  to 
meet  the  needs  in  a  particular  area. 
There  we  are  doing  away  with  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  having  to  adhere  to  rigid  Federal 
specifications,  which  are  more  costly 
than  the  type  of  road  in  certain  areas 
requires. 

There  was  reference  a  few  moments 
ago  that  upon  recommendation,  the 
States  may  take  the  initiative,  and  per¬ 
mit  a  transfer  from  one  fund  to  the 
other,  of  25  percent.  That  is  made  flex¬ 
ible  so  that  if  the  States  have  more 
money  in  the  primary  fund  than  they 
need  and  are  short  in  the  urban  fund, 
they  can  transfer  from  primary  to  ur¬ 
ban;  or  vice  versa,  the  exception  being 
the  interstate  system. 

I  should  like  to  say  a  word  on  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  population  basis.  You  have 
heard  arguments  here  this  afternoon  to 
the  effect  that  the  formula  for  the  inter¬ 
state  roads  should  be  on  a  basis  of  popu¬ 
lation  alone.  You  have  heard  argu¬ 
ments  to  the  effect  that  it  should  be 
based  on  the  old  formula  alone.  We 
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had  $200  million.  Along  with  other 
members  of  the  committee  I  agreed  that 
in  order  to  be  fair  we  should  divide  the 
$200  million;  take  $100  million,  or  50 
percent,  to  be  spent  on  the  basis  of 
population,  and  the  other  $100  million 
distributed  according  to  the  old  formula, 
that  is,  one-third,  one-third,  and  one- 
third. 

That  was  the  compromise,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  I  hope  that  this  Committee 
stays  with  that  compromise.  There  are 
arguments  that  could  be  made  on  both 
sides. 

I  wish  we  had  money  enough  to  give 
every  rural  Representative  all  the  money 
that  he  wanted  and  to  give  every  urban 
Representative  all  the  money  that  he 
wanted.  But  we  do  not  have  it.  So  this 
is  a  compromise,  and  I  hope  the  Com¬ 
mittee  will  go  along  with  it. 

This  is  not  a  perfect  bill.  There  are 
some  things  in  it  that  some  of  us  do  not 
like.  But  we  have  spent  weeks  and 
weeks  on  this  proposed  legislation,  and  I 
hope  the  Committee  will  join  with  every 
member  of  our  committee  in  endeavor¬ 
ing  to  keep  the  bill  intact,  as  it  is  written, 
and  then  send  it  over  the  other  body  for 
consideration. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Watts]. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  H.  R.  8127,  the  Federal  Aid  Road 
Act  for  the  fiscal  years  of  1958  and  1957, 
I  am  sure  that  every  member  of  the 
committee  shares  with  me  a  feeling  of 
gratification  that  we  are  authorizing  the 
appropriation  and  spending  of  Federal 
money  on  projects  to  improve  our  own 
country.  Good  roads  have  contributed 
much  to  the  expansion  and  growth  of 
this  country.  They  have  added  much  to 
the  health,  happiness,  and  welfare  of  our 
people  and  have  made  possible  to  a  large 
extent  our  economic  expansion  and  the 
great  wealth  of  material  things  that  we 
all  enjoy. 

The  great  trouble  has  been  and  now  is 
that  we  have  not  and  are  not  even  in  this 
bill  expending  as  much  as  we  should  and 
certainly  not  enough  to  have  and  enjoy 
a  system  of  roads  such  as  we  all  want 
and  should  have. 

Money  spent  on  the  improvement,  ed¬ 
ucation,  and  welfare  of  our  own  people 
never  seems  to  be  enough  to  accomplish 
our  objectives  and  our  needs.  Yet  every 
dollar  that  we  spend  in  these  fields  is  re¬ 
turned  to  us  and  to  future  generations 
many  times  over.  While  H.  R.  8127  au¬ 
thorizes  more  money  to  be  spent  on  our 
Federal-aid  roads  than  has  ever  been 
authorized  before,  and  while  being  a  step 
in  the  right  direction,  it  by  no  means 
meets  the  need.  It  has  been  accurately 
estimated  that  as  of  November  1953,  63.8 
percent  of  our  roads  on  the  Federal-aid 
system  are  now  below  safe  standards  for 
such  roads  and  that  expenditures  of 
about  thirty-five  billions  would  have  to 
be  made  to  bring  them  up  to  the  stand¬ 
ard  of  safety  that  is  neded.  This  same 
report  or  estimate  shows  that  we  are  not 
even  keeping  even  with  our  road-build¬ 
ing  program — that  2  years  ago  it  would 
have  required  thirty-two  billions  to  put 
our  roads  in  good  condition,  whereas  to¬ 
day  it  would  take  at  least  thirty-five  bil¬ 
lions.  We  are  falling  behind  in  spite  of 


the  large  sums  we  are  spending  on  our 
highways. 

H.  R.  8127  authorizes  the  spending  of 
$800  million  in  each  of  the  years  of  1956 
and  1957  on  our  primary,  secondary,  ur¬ 
ban,  and  interstate  systems  of  roads  as 
against  the  sum  of  $575  million  for  fiscal 
years  1954  and  1955. 

While  our  committee  recognized  that 
this  is  not  as  much  money  as  could  be 
beneficially  spent,  the  majority  of  the 
committee  felt  that  under  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  with  which  our  country  is 
faced  today  that  it  was  about  as  much 
as  we  could  afford  to  spend. 

Tire  committee  held  extensive  hear¬ 
ings  in  the  spring  of  1953  on  national 
highway  problems  and  gained  much  in¬ 
formation  that  has  been  a  real  help  in 
framing  this  piece  of  legislation.  We 
held  adequate  hearings  immediately 
prior  to  the  introduction  of  H.  R.  8127  as 
a  clean  bill.  In  our  hearings  we  quickly 
discovered  that  all  categories  of  our 
roads  needed  more  money.  More  money 
was  needed  on  the  primary  system,  on 
the  secondary  system,  and  on  the  urban 
system.  This  bill  provides  more  money 
on  all  of  those  systems  on  a  percentage 
division  among  the  States.  That  is  basic 
law  and  has  worked  very  well  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years. 

It  was  almost  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  all  witnesses  that  appeared  before  us 
and  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that 
the  greatest  need  was  for  a  rapid  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Federal  system  of  inter¬ 
state  roads.  This  system  of  over  38,000 
miles  comprises  the  main  arterial  high¬ 
ways  of  our  country.  They  were  selected 
by  the  highway  departments  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  States.  They  are  the  main  defense 
roads  of  our  country.  They  carry  the 
bulk  of  our  interstate  traffic.  While  rep¬ 
resenting  only  about  1  percent  of  our 
roads,  20  percent  of  our  travel  and  traf¬ 
fic  is  over  them.  These  roads  run 
through  both  the  rural  and  urban  sec¬ 
tions  of  our  country  and  are  parts  of  our 
primary  and  urban  systems.  The  com¬ 
mittee  authorized  $200  billion  for  this 
system  for  each  of  the  years  covered  by 
this  legislation.  We  further  provided 
that  on  this  system  of  roads,  which  in 
reality  is  a  primary  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government,  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  provide  60  percent 
of  the  cost  of  construction  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  same  and  that  the  States 
should  provide  40  percent,  making  allow¬ 
ances  in  addition  to  those  States  that 
have  large  public  landholdings  within 
their  borders.  By  this  change  in  match¬ 
ing  formula  I  feel  that  these  things  will 
be  accomplished;  mainly,  first,  it  will  ac¬ 
celerate  the  building  of  this  system  of 
roads;  second,  it  will  allow  the  construc¬ 
tion,  particularly  in  large  cities,  of  many 
costly  improvements  that  have  long 
been  delayed  due  to  their  high  construc¬ 
tion  cost;  third,  it  will  help  many  States 
who  are  or  will  be  hard  pressed  to  match 
Federal  funds  on  road  construction. 

The  committee  adopted  a  new  formula 
for  the  distribution  of  the  interstate 
funds  among  the  several  States.  Many 
members  of  the  committee  wanted  the 
sum  distributed  on  the  old  formula — • 
one-third  on  population,  one-third  on 
area,  one-third  on  miles  of  rural  and 
star-route  roads.  Many  others  wanted 


the  funds  provided  solely  on  a  population 
basis.  Neither  group  got  exactly  what 
it  wanted,  but  a  large  majority  on  the 
committee  finally  determined  that  the 
fair  and  proper  thing  to  do  was  to  dis¬ 
tribute  the  funds  on  a  divided  basis — • 
that  is,  one-half  or  $100  million  should 
be  divided  among  the  States  on  the  old 
formula,  and  the  remaining  one-half,  or 
$100  million,  should  be  divided  on  a  pop¬ 
ulation  basis  with  the  provision  that  out 
of  the  fund  divided  on  a  population  basis 
no  State  should  receive  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  of  that  fund.  While 
this  was  not  satisfactory  to  all  members 
of  the  committee,  I  for  one  who  come 
from  a  State  that  would  be  benefited  by 
the  entire  sum  being  divided  on  the  old 
formula  feel  that  on  the  evidence  before 
our  committee  and  all  other  things  con¬ 
sidered  that  the  action  of  the  committee 
and  the  terms  of  the  bill  as  it  is  before 
you  was,  and  are,  fair. 

The  committee  made  several  other 
changes  in  the  present  highway  law  that 
were  thought  to  be  beneficial  and  needed 
in  the  legislation. 

First.  The  bill  provides  that  as  to  the 
funds  for  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  systems  that  upon  the  request  of 
the  highway  department  of  a  respective 
State  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  25  percent  of  any  of 
these  funds  could  be  transferred  to  any 
one  or  more  of  the  other  funds,  but  at 
the  same  time  limiting  the  amount  that 
any  such  fund  could  be  increased  to  25 
percent. 

Second.  The  bill  further  provides  that 
this  same  arrangement  shall  apply  to 
any  funds  heretofore  authorized.  This 
change  in  the  law  will  be  very  beneficial 
in  that  it  recognizes  that  different  States 
have  different  problems,  that  in  some 
States  more  money  may  be  needed  on  a 
particular  system,  whereas  in  other 
States  the  reverse  may  be  true.  At  least, 
it  allows  each  State  to  evaluate  its  own 
problems  and  shift  some  of  the  funds  so 
as  to  better  meet  those  problems. 

Third.  A  further  change  effected  by 
the  bill  deals  with  the  construction  of 
secondary  roads.  Under  present  law  the 
construction  of  secondary  roads  on  the 
Federal-aid  system  are  all  required  to  fit 
or  be  up  to  more  or  less  a  rigid  standard 
with  little  leeway  for  deviation  there¬ 
from.  This  legislation  somewhat  re¬ 
laxes  that  rigid  standard  and  provides 
that  the  highway  departments  of  the 
different  States  may  submit  overall  plans 
for  design  and  construction  of  such  roads 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce ;  and  when  such  plans  have 
been  approved,  the  Secretary  may  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  as  to  individual 
projects  in  a  State  by  receiving  a  cer¬ 
tification  from  the  highway  department 
of  that  State  that  the  plans  for  the  proj¬ 
ect  conform  to  the  standards  approved 
for  that  State.  This  change  recognizes 
the  need  for  different  types  and  kinds 
of  construction  on  secondary  roads  in 
the  different  States  and  recognizes  dif¬ 
ferences  in  different  parts  of  the  same 
State.  It  vests  more  authority  and  lati¬ 
tude  in  the  various  highway  departments 
in  dealing  with  problems  in  their  States. 

With  the  exception  of  the  changes 
above  noted,  H.  R.  8127  generally  con¬ 
forms  to  former  highway  bills  except 
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that  a  continuation  of  the  2-cent  gas 
tax  is  made  necessary  by  the  language 
of  the  bill  if  the  $200  million  provided 
for  the  interstate  system  is  to  be  made 
available  to  the  States  and  further  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  study  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
highway  departments  and  other  inter¬ 
ested  parties  of  the  problems  posed  by 
the  relocation  and  reconstruction  of  pub¬ 
lic  utilities  services  for  highway  improve¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  first  want  to  com¬ 
pliment  my  distinguished  colleague  on 
the  excellent  statement  he  is  now  mak¬ 
ing.  What  are  the  requirements  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  secondary  road  system ; 
I  mean  does  the  State  road  commissioner 
have  more  latitude  under  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  than  in  the  previous  bill? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  under  existing  law  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  adopted 
pretty  much  a  rigid  standard  and  re¬ 
quired  that  all  States  construct  their 
secondary  roads  in  accordance  with  that 
standard.  We  have  attempted  in  this 
legislation  to  relax  this  standard  so  that 
now  all  the  highway  department  has  to 
do  is  go  before  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  present  a  standard  that  fits 
that  State — that  will  work  good  in  that 
State — and  if  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
feels  that  standard  is  adequate  it  will 
approve  the  overall  plans  for  that  State. 
The  Secretary  of  Commerce  or  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  may  then  discharge 
its  obligation  so  far  as  the  secondary 
roads  are  concerned  by  receiving  from 
the  highway  departments  of  the  various 
States  a  certification  that  the  plans  and 
specifications  on  the  individual  projects 
conform  to  the  overall  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  that  have  been  heretofore  ap¬ 
proved  for  that  State  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Let  us  assume  that  we 
are  back  home  in  Kentucky  for  just  a 
few  moments.  In  the  area  that  I  rep¬ 
resent  in  eastern  Kentucky  it  is  imprac¬ 
tical  in  many  instances  to  obtain  a  60- 
foot  right-of-way  due  to  the  narrowness 
of  valleys. 

Under  the  present  law,  as  I  understand, 
you  cannot  get  matching  funds  from  the 
Federal  Government  unless  you  obtain 
that  60-foot  right-of-way.  Now,  let  us 
assume  that  we  have  acquired  a  right-of- 
way  up  some  narrow  valley  of  only  30 
feet.  Would  it  be  possible  to  receive 
matching  funds  for  the  30-foot  right-of- 
way  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  an 
18-foot  roadbed  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  cannot  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Roads  or  the  Department  of  Commerce 
would  approve  a  plan  along  that  line,  but 
I  will  say  that  the  language  as  written 
in  this  bill  makes  it  possible  for  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  a  road  of  that  kind,  whereas 
the  old  language  did  not. 

(Mr.  WATTS  and  Mr.  DONDERO 
asked  and  were  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  their  remarks.). 


(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
proposal  to  amend  the  Federal  Aid  Road 
Act  by  revising  the  formula  for  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  Federal  funds  and  giving  the 
States  more  responsibility  for  the  proper 
expenditure  of  these  funds  is  of  primary 
importance  to  the  country  at  this  time. 

The  current  economic  conditions  have 
reduced  the  amount  of  State  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  matching  purposes  and  at  the 
same  time  caused  widespread  unemploy¬ 
ment.  This  authorization  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  approximately  equal  to  the  re¬ 
ceipts  from  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  is 
fully  justified  as  this  tax  comes  from  the 
same  source  as  that  of  the  major  portion 
of  the  State  highway  funds.  The  prac¬ 
tice  of  diverting  a  portion  of  the  proceeds 
from  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  to  uses 
other  than  highway  construction  must 
be  stopped.  The  increased  construction 
costs  make  it  more  than  necessary  that 
every  possible  source  of  funds  for  the 
construction  of  an  adequate  national 
highway  system  be  fully  utilized. 

Modern  highways  must  be  built  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  heavy  traffic  of  interstate  truck¬ 
ing  with  secondary  roads  adequate  to 
carry  this  heavy  traffic  to  every  section 
of  the  country.  This  interstate  traffic  is 
one  of  the  major  items  that  has  increased 
the  cost  of  building  a  good  State  system 
of  highways.  This  increased  cost  is  defi¬ 
nitely  a  proper  charge  against  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  It  is  impossible  to 
make  an  exact  breakdown  of  the  cost  to 
be  charged  to  the  Federal  program,  but 
this  ratio  of  60-40  is  more  reasonable  in 
the  light  of  current  conditions  than  is 
the  old  ratio  of  50-50.  In  fact,  I  would 
gladly  go  along  with  the  ratio  originally 
proposed  in  this  bill  of  3  to  1. 

The  liberalization,  as  I  understand, 
of  the  requirements  for  secondary  roads 
in  particular  is  also  a  progressive  step. 
The  long  history  of  Federal-State  coop¬ 
eration  in  highway  building  clearly  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  Federal  Government 
need  not  be  so  strict  as  to  sometimes  ap¬ 
pear  unreasonable  in  order  to  assure  that 
the  State  highway  departments  will 
make  proper  use  of  these  funds.  There 
will  always  be  some  need  of  Federal 
standards  but  that  does  not  mean  that 
the  Federal  highway  engineers  be  re¬ 
quired  to  follow  in  detail  every  action 
taken  by  the  State  highway  departments. 

The  delegation  of  responsibility  to  the 
State  highway  departments,  which  are 
fully  responsible  to  the  people  for  their 
actions,  will  do  much  to  expedite  both 
the  Federal  and  State  highway  pro¬ 
grams.  The  current  rise  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  makes  it  more  urgent  that  our 
road-building  program  be  expanded  at 
the  earliest  possible  date. 

I  know  that  all  the  Members  in  this 
body  are  concerned  about  our  inadequate 
highway  system.  The  lack  of  both 
water  and  highway  transportation  has 
retarded  industrial  development  in  the 
area  that  I  represent  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

I  deeply  regret  that  the  committee  has 
seen  fit  to  postpone  the  effective  date  of 
this  authorization  bill  until  July  of  1955. 


I  am  hopeful  that  more  consideration 
will  be  given  to  our  secondary-road  sys¬ 
tem.  In  many  rural  areas  school  child¬ 
ren  are  now  forced  to  walk  several  miles 
to  school,  and  at  times,  wade  the  creek. 

I  have  always  doubted  the  wisdom  in 
denying  matching  funds  to  certain  rural 
areas  because  local  governments  are  not 
able  to  comply  with  rigid  standards  and 
specifications  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  many  instances  it  is  now  im¬ 
practical  to  meet  the  Federal  require¬ 
ment  of  a  60-foot  right-of-way  for  the 
construction  of  rural  roads  due  to  the 
narrowness  of  the  valleys. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  intend  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  TMr.  Dempsey], 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
rather  confusing  to  me  to  be  told  that 
we  are  going  to  spend  all  this  money  col¬ 
lected  by  way  of  gasoline  tax.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  vote  for  a  continuation  of  2  cents 
Federal  gasoline  tax,  but  it  is  disturbing 
to  me  to  know  that  as  of  April  1  of  this 
year  there  is  not  one  cent  of  money  you 
are  talking  about  appropriating  today 
in  this  bill  that  any  of  the  States  will  get 
before  a  year  from  next  July.  That  is 
when  it  becomes  effective.  We  are  now 
spending  for  Federal-aid  roads  a  total 
of  $575  million  a  year.  We  are  collect¬ 
ing,  or  have  collected  last  year,  more 
than  $900  million,  and  the  increase  is 
at  the  rate  of  between  5  and  7  percent 
annually.  So,  from  April  1954  to  July 
1955  there  will  be  collected  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  approximately  $500  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  will  be  used  on  the  high¬ 
way  system.  By  the  time  that  this  $800 
million  Federal  aid  will  be  used  in  fiscal 
years  1956-57  the  take  by  the  Federal 
Treasury  from  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country  will  be  running  about  $1.1  bil¬ 
lion  a  year  at  least. 

I  tried  to  get  a  bill  through  that  would 
amend  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  now 
in  effect  by  adding  $200  million  a  year 
for  the  interstate  roads.  We  are  told  by 
every  speaker  that  they  are  defense 
roads,  so  selected  by  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and 
the  highway  departments  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  States. 

You  would  think  by  the  allocation  of 
some  of  these  funds  on  a  population 
basis  that  the  amount  of  roads  in  the  re¬ 
spective  States  had  nothing  to  do  with 
it.  The  29  States  that  are  going  to  take 
a  beating  on  this  bill  on  this  population 
basis  have  23,342  miles  out  of  the  37,000 
miles  in  this  interstate  system,  and  there 
are  13,616  miles  in  what  is  known  as  the 
area  of  population.  That  is  the  situa¬ 
tion.  I  am  getting  rather  tired  of  talk¬ 
ing  so  much  about  this  bill. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  want  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  two  questions,  and  he  has  touched 
on  both  of  them.  Under  the  Federal  ex¬ 
cise  tax  of  2  cents  a  gallon,  is  all  of  that 
income  from  gasoline  confined  to  high¬ 
way  construction  or  does  the  Federal 
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Government  use  any  part  of  it  for  any 
other  service? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  funds  are  com¬ 
mingled  with  the  general  fund  and  we 
get  whatever  the  roads  committee 
recommends  and  is  approved  by  the 
House,  when  the  bill  is  signed  by  the 
President.  We  are  using  about  $575 
million  out  of  more  than  $900  million 
that  was  collected  last  year. 

Mr.  WIER.  The  gasoline  tax  is  di¬ 
verted  to  other  expenditures? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  It  is  and  always  has 
been,  and  it  is  going  to  be  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  WIER.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stand. 

The  next  question  I  want  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  is  this:  In 
the  gentleman’s  first  presentation  under 
the  rule  he  used  the  figure  that  the  State 
of  Minnesota  would  lose  approximately 
$800,000. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Seven  hundred  and 
eighty-nine  thousand  dollars  a  year. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  have  heard  this  new 
formula  used  quite  often  here.  Will  the 
gentleman  explain  why  it  is  that  Minne¬ 
sota  loses  $800, 000-odd  as  the  result  of 
this  new  formula? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Under  the  old  for¬ 
mula,  which  was  based  on  population, 
area,  and  miles  of  road,  out  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion  the  State  of  Minnesota  received 
$2,617,000.  Under  the  population  for¬ 
mula  you  will  receive  $1,828,000.  That  is 
where  you  lose. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Under  the  existing 
law,  the  State  of  Minnesota  gets  $13,- 
744,000,  and  under  the  bill  that  is  before 
us  for  consideration  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota  gets  $18,798,000. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  May  I  say  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Subcom¬ 
mittee  that  the  gentleman  did  not  ask 
me  how  much  they  would  be  entitled  to 
with  these  additional  funds,  he  asked 
what  they  were  going  to  lose  because  of 
the  change  in  formula. 

Mr.  WIER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  that  is  a  different  picture.  I  was 
assuming  that  the  State  of  Minnesota, 
under  this  new  formula  of  population, 
would  have  been  $800,000  shorter  than 
they  would  have  been  under  the  old  for¬ 
mula  or  the  present  formula. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Is  the  gentleman 
referring  to  the  present  formula  of  one- 
third,  one-third,  and  one-third? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  the  present 
formula. 

Mr.  WIER.  Yes;  I  am  referring  to  the 
difference  between  what  we  will  get  un¬ 
der  the  new  formula  and  what  we  would 
get  under  the  old  formula. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  recognize  and  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  what  he  is  getting  under  the  new 
bill  regardless  of  the  taxes  and  what 
he  would  be  getting  under  the  old  law. 
It  is  approximately  $5  million. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  do  recognize  that  the 
State  of  Minnesota  will  get  considerably 
more. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  So  will  every  other 
State. 


Mr.  WIER.  I  think  that  is  due  to  the 
fact  that  more  money  is  being  appro¬ 
priated. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  right.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  cannot  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  old  formula, 
we  had  four  categories.  We  have  the 
urban,  the  secondary,  the  primary,  and 
the  interstate  systems.  The  primary 
system  apportionment  was  on  a  three- 
way  basis  of  population,  area,  and  mile¬ 
age.  The  interstate  system  was  on  that 
basis.  The  secondary  system  was  on  that 
basis,  and  is  now,  but  the  urban  system 
was  not.  That  was  recognized  as  a  popu¬ 
lation  proposition,  and  is  on  a  population 
basis.  I  pleaded  with  the  committee, 
both  with  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  to  put  in  any  amount  that 
they  wanted  for  the  urban  system  if  the 
cities  were  hard  hit  and  needed  more 
money,  and  told  them  that  I  would  sup¬ 
port  that.  But  here  we  have  just  put  in 
a  new  system,  a  new  category  in  1952 
that  they  have  been  trying  to  get  in  since 
1944.  It  was  never  possible  because  of 
the  fear  of  what  would  happen,  and  it 
has  happened.  Right  now,  in  the  other 
body,  one  of  the  Members  has  gone  fur¬ 
ther  than  this,  and  in  his  bill  he  wants 
to  put  the  secondary  road  system  on  a 
population  basis  predicated  upon  the 
number  of  cars  licensed  in  the  respective 
States.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  such  a 
thing  as  that?  Fann-to-market  roads, 
if  you  please,  put  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  cars  owned  in  the  respective 
States.  I  am  perfectly  amazed  that  any¬ 
body  from  the  State  of  Michigan  would 
support  such  a  theory  or  philosophy,  be¬ 
cause,  after  all,  we  look  to  the  State  of 
Michigan  to  give  us  or  sell  us  more  cars. 
We  are  getting  the  best  cars  in  the  world, 
and  we  certainly  are  using  them  as  much 
as  we  can.  But  I  am  afraid  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  Henry  Ford  and  some  of 
the  other  people  who  have  put  America 
on  wheels,  that  with  the  unjust  taxes  we 
are  now  collecting  and  have  been  col¬ 
lecting  we  are  going  to  take  a  lot  of  our 
people  off  wheels. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Will  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  why  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  given  discretionary  power  over  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  funds? 

Mr.  DEMFSEY.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  asked  that  question  because  that, 
too,  was  discussed  at  very  great  length. 
I  was  happy  to  find  that  the  respective 
highway  departments  in  the  States  could 
have  some  say  as  to  what  they  should 
put  in  the  secondary  roads.  I  think  a 
standard  should  be  set  up  so  that  proper 
roads  will  be  constructed.  But  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  this  bill  is  improper.  It  says 
he  may  do  such  and  such  in  connection 
with  this  responsibility.  It  does  not  say 
he  will  do  so.  He  could  tell  the  State 
of  West  Virginia,  “You  can  go  ahead.” 
Then  he  could  tell  the  State  of  Iowa, 
“No;  you  cannot  go  ahead.”  There  is 
nothing  in  this  bill  which  makes  it  man¬ 
datory  upon  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  give  each  State  the  same  treatment. 


If  he  says  “No,”  that  is  no,  and  you  can¬ 
not  do  it;  but  if  he  says  “Yes,”  then  you 
can  do  it.  I  have  never  seen  legislation 
of  that  kind  brought  up  on  the  floor  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Unfortunately,  I  did  not 
hear  all  of  the  gentleman’s  remarks. 
Does  the  gentleman  say  that  this  bill 
gives  discretionary  power  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Yes;  let  me  read  that 
part  of  the  bill  to  you. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  road  aid  was  to  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  cars  owned? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  No,  no;  that  is  not 
stated  in  this  bill.  The  question  asked 
me  by  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  had  to  do  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  permitting  different  States  to 
have  money  on  the  secondary  road  sys¬ 
tem  and  giving  some  States  more  liberal 
treatment  than  others.  In  other  words, 
they  can  provide  what  they  want  and  he 
may  approve  it.  But  I  want  to  read  to 
you  the  language  in  this  bill.  It  states: 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 
plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction  of 
such  secondary  road  projects  upon  his  re¬ 
ceipt  and  approval  of  a  certified  statement 
by  the  State  highway  departments  setting 
forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
the  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  States  applicable  to  projects  in  this 
category  approved  by  him. 

He  may  do  it.  I  think  it  should  have 
said  that  he  shall  do  it.  Then  we  would 
be  somewhere. 

I  will  tell  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross!  another  thing.  We  have 
been  talking  about  who  is  getting  this 
money.  I  will  tell  the  gentleman  how 
much  he  is  going  to  lose  in  his  State. 
Eight  hundred  and  thirty  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  in  what  the  State  of  Iowa  is  going 
to  lose. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  able  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Could  the  gentleman 
give  the  figures  on  North  Carolina? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  North  Carolina  loses 
$15,000  a  year. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Does  California  gain  or 
lose  under  this  formula? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  California  loses  in 
number  of  tourists  but  it  gains  in  dol¬ 
lars.  The  State  of  California  gets  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,800,000  more;  it  may  be 
more  than  that.  But  every  State  north 
of  California  or  every  State  around  Cali¬ 
fornia — Oregon,  Washington,  Utah,  Ne¬ 
vada,  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Idaho — gets 
less.  I  think  California  would  prefer  to 
have  good  roads  coming  into  the  State, 
because  they  represent  the  big  source 
for  tourists  in  America.  That  is,  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  the  largest  area  for  tourists  in 
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America.  Florida  comes  next.  Despite 
the  great  citrus  fruit  crop  in  California, 
the  greatest  dollar  crop  is  the  tourists 
who  come  to  California.  That  is  the 
great  cash  crop  in  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
further  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  gentleman  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct.  We  want  good  roads 
leading  into  California. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  gentleman  is  not 
going  to  get  them  on  this  basis. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  How  does 
Arizona  come  out  on  this  basis? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Not  very  well.  Ari¬ 
zona  loses  $1,544,000.  I  had  a  letter  on 
this  from  your  Representative  in  the 
other  body. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  to  get  the  figures  right  for 
the  record.  On  the  basis  in  the  bill,  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  get  $9,255,000,  and  on  a 
basis  of  population  it  would  get  $12,- 
974,000. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  have  the  figures 
right  here.  California  would  gain  about 
$1,835,000  each  year.  But  every  State 
around  California  would  lose.  I  think 
the  State  of  California  is  more  concerned 
about  the  roads  leading  into  it,  which 
would  bring  the  tourists  into  Califor¬ 
nia,  because  California  itself  has  done  a 
very  good  job  with  its  roads,  perhaps  the 
best  of  any  State  in  the  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  the  gentleman  one  addi¬ 
tional  minute. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  This  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  a  State  loses  under  this 
formula,  is  it? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  No;  it  is  a  question 
of  what  the  national  defense  loses. 
These  are  national  defense  roads. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  figures  that  I  quoted  in  my  remarks 
on  the  rule  are  correct;  namely,  that  the 
improvement  in  the  8  States  will  cost 
5114  percent  of  the  total  and  that  if  the 
money  is  divided  as  you  say  it  should  be, 
they  will  get  only  32.4  percent,  while  the 
States - 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  heard  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  speech  and  did  not  interrupt  him 
when  he  made  it,  notwithstanding  I 
thought  his  philosophy  was  somewhat 
wrong.  But  that  is  the  gentleman’s 
opinion  to  which  he  has  a  right. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Will  the  gentleman 
permit  me  to  finish  my  statement?  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  all  the  State  highway 
officials  agree  with  my  philosophy,  in¬ 
cluding  the  officials  of  the  gentleman’s 
own  State? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  No;  they  did  not. 
They  voted  against  it. 


Mr.  SCHERER.  In  the  gentleman’s 

State? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Yes;  and  also  in  the 
State  of  Arizona.  Both  of  those  States 
voted  against  it. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire 
to  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
EvinsI. 

[Mr.  EVTNS  addressed  the  Committee. 
Plis  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor]. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  correct  the  record.  Our 
distinguished  friend  from  New  Mexico 
has  left  an  erroneous  impression,  I  am 
sure  quite  unintentionally,  but  just  let 
us  get  down  to  the  facts :  California  un¬ 
der  the  basic  section  21  specifications 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  is 
advocating,  would  get  $9,255,000;  and 
under  population  would  get  $12,974,000. 

Texas  under  basic  21  would  get  $13,- 
030,000;  and  under  population  $9,450,- 
000. 

Illinois  under  basic  21  would  get 
$7,763,000;  and  under  population  $10,- 
677,000. 

Ohio  under  basic  21  would  get  $7,026,- 
000;  and  under  population  $9,738,000,  in 
round  figures. 

Michigan  under  basic  21  would  get 
$6,250,000;  under  population  $7,809,000. 

Pennsylvania  under  basic  No.  21,  ad¬ 
vocated  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico,  would  get  $7,920,000; 
under  population,  $12,866,000. 

New  York  under  the  recommendation 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico 
would  get  $9,501,000;  and  under  popu¬ 
lation,  $18,174,000. 

New  Jersey  under  basic  No.  21  would 
get  $2,618,000;  and  on  a  population  basis 
would  get  $5,926,000. 

I  repeat  that  we  attempted  to  make 
a  compromise  between  the  rural  and  the 
city  areas. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  brief  question? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  State  of  New 
Jersey  which  the  gentleman  just  men¬ 
tioned  has  192  miles  of  the  interstate 
system.  The  State  of  New  York  has 
1,034  miles. 

As  I  remember,  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  has  1,300  miles. 

The  State  of  Texas  has  2,700  miles 
not  put  on  her  by  the  State  of  Texas 
but  put  on  her  by  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  for  defense  roads  and  you  cut  them 
down. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  was  O.  K.’d 
by  the  Highway  Department  of  Texas. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  But  it  was  not  O.  K.’d 
by  the  people  of  Texas. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  highway  de¬ 
partment  O.  K.’d  it. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  may  be. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Mack]. 

(Mr.  MACK  of  Washington  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  just  before  coming  to  the 


floor  of  the  House  I  obtained  from  the 
National  Safety  Council  a  report  on  the 
number  of  automobile  accidents  which 
occurred  in  the  United  States  in  calen¬ 
dar  year  1953. 

The  National  Safety  Council  places 
the  number  of  automobile  accidents  for 
1953  at  9,500,000.  In  these  accidents, 
the  National  Safety  Council  says,  there 
were  1,350,000  people  injured  and  33,300 
killed.  In  addition  to  that  the  National 
Safety  Council  says  that  the  property 
losses  and  the  expenses  incurred  through 
medical  and  hospital  services  as  a  result 
of  these  accidents  totalled  $3,950,000,000. 

This  great  number  of  deaths  accord¬ 
ing  to  Mr.  James  Cope,  vice  president  of 
the  Chrysler  Corp.,  who  testified  before 
the  Public  Works  Committee  as  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Automobile  Manu¬ 
facturers’  Association,  were  to  a  great 
extent  preventable.  He  stated  that  the 
Nation’s  best  traffic  authorities  esti¬ 
mated  that  2  in  every  5  traffic  deaths 
automatically  would  have  been  avoided 
if  present  highway  deficiencies  did  not 
exist. 

Thus,  according  to  the  Nation’s  best 
traffic  experts,  the  lives  of  about  13,000 
traffic  victims  would  have  been  saved 
had  the  Nation,  last  year,  possessed  ade¬ 
quate  highways.  The  main  justfication 
for  proving  the  increased  highways 
building  sums  which  this  bill  would  au¬ 
thorize  is  that  the  additional  money  will 
provide  safer  highways  to  save  lives,  to 
lessen  the  number  of  persons  being  in¬ 
jured,  and  to  decrease  the  economic  and 
financial  losses  which  occur  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  unnecessary  accidents  that  re¬ 
sult  from  the  inadequacies  of  our  pres¬ 
ent  highways. 

President  Eisenhower,  In  his  state  of 
the  Union  message,  urged  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  2-cent-a-gallon  Federal  gasoline  tax 
be  kept  in  effect  after  April  1,  1954,  when 
it  is  due  to  expire.  In  return  for  keeping 
the  2 -cent  a-gallon  Federal  tax  in  effect, 
the  President  promised  an  expanded 
highway  program. 

This  bill  provides  for  that  expanded- 
highway  program.  It  fulfills  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  promise. 

President  Eisenhower  in  his  state  of 
the  Union  speech  in  January  said: 

To  protect  the  vital  interest  of  every  citi¬ 
zen  in  a  safe  and  adequate  highway  system, 
the  Federal  Government  is  continuing  its 
central  role  in  the  Federal- aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  So  that  maximum  progress  can  be 
made  to  overcome  present  inadequacies  in 
the  interstate  highway  system,  we  must  con¬ 
tinue  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  at  2  cents  per 
gallon.  This  will  require  cancellation  of  the 
one-half-cent  decrease  which  otherwise  will 
become  effective  April  1,  and  will  maintain 
revenues  so  that  an  expanded  highway  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  undertaken. 

During  the  past  2  years,  the  Federal 
Government,  under  existing  legislation, 
provided  the  States  with  $575  million  a 
year  in  Federal  matching  funds.  This 
bill  increases  the  amount  of  these  match¬ 
ing  funds  to  $800  million,  or  in  short, 
increases  them  by  $225  million. 

In  addition  to  this  $800  million  there 
is  $75  million  in  this  bill  for  other  types 
of  highways,  forest  highways,  parkways, 
and  so  forth.  The  total  amount  of 
money  in  this  bill  for  highways  is  $875 
million. 
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During  the  past  year,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  collected  $906  million  from  its 
2-cent-a-gallon  tax  on  liquid  fuels, 
gasoline  and  diesel  oil.  The  new  bill, 
therefore,  gives  back  to  the  States  for 
highway  purposes  nearly  all  of  the  money 
derived  from  the  Federal  2 -cent  gaso¬ 
line  tax.  This,  in  my  opinion,  is  sound 
policy.  Federal  gasoline  taxes  should 
not  be  diverted  to  other  purposes  than 
road  building. 

Gasoline  taxes  are  paid  by  a  special 
class  of  our  citizens — the  American 
motorists.  These  taxes  are  paid  by  the 
motorist  largely  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  miles  he  drives  and  therefore, 
in  essenee  are  based  on  the  extent  to 
which  a  motorist  uses  the  highways. 
What  the  motorist  pays  in  gasoline  taxes 
should  be  used  by  both  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  States  to  building  more, 
better,  and  safer  highways. 

These  gasoline-tax  revenues  should 
not  be  diverted  to  foreign  aid  or  to  any 
other  purposes. 

MUST  PAT  FOR  ROADS 

All  of  the  evidence  submitted  before 
our  Public  Works  Committee,  which 
sponsors  this  bill,  indicated  that  Amer¬ 
ican  highways  are  wearing  out  much 
faster  than  old  ones  have  been  repaired 
or  replaced  or  new  ones  built.  This  evi¬ 
dence  was  to  the  effect  that  $35  billion 
will  be  required  to  place  our  American 
highways  in  A-l  condition. 

Whether  money  is  spent  to  build  these 
needed  highways  or  not  taxpayers  will 
pay  for ’them  just  the  same. 

If  the  highways  the  Nation  desperately 
needs  are  built,  the  motorists  must  pay 
for  them  in  taxes.  If  the  highways  are 
not  built  the  motorist  will  pay  for  them 
just  the  same  in  increased  wear  and  tear 
on  his  car  and  tires,  in  costlier  repair 
bills,  in  higher  medical  and  hospital  ex¬ 
penses  and  in  higher  automobile  insur¬ 
ance  rates. 

In  the  long  run  the  motorists  will  be 
better  off  paying  a  2-cent  gasoline  tax 
provided  that  the  revenue  derived  from 
this  tax  is  expended  on  more,  better  and 
safer  highways. 

In  the  long  run  it  is  cheaper  to  build 
good  highways  now  than  not  to  build 
them. 

INCREASE  IN  CARS 

In  the  past  20  years,  the  number  of 
motor  vehicles,  automobiles,  buses  and 
trucks,  using  our  American  highways 
have  more  than  doubled. 

In  1931,  there  were  only  25.8  million 
motor  vehicles  licensed  in  this  country. 
By  1952,  this  number  had  doubled  and 
stood  at  53.3  million. 

Between  1931  and  1952,  the  number  of 
motor  trucks  licensed  and  using  Ameri¬ 
can  highways  increased  fivefold,  from 
42,000  to  240,000. 

The  number  of  motor  trucks  using  our 
highways  in  1931  was  3.5  million.  In 
1952  there  were  9.2  million,  nearly  3 
times  as  many  as  in  1931. 

The  number  of  pleasure  automobiles 
licensed  in  the  United  States  increased 
from  22.3  million  in  1931  to  43.8  million  in 
1952. 

The  number  of  motor  vehicles  using 
the  highways  is  still  increasing  and  will 
continue  to  increase. 


The  population  of  the  Nation  which  in 
1900  was  less  than  75  million  by  1950  had 
doubled  and  stood  at  more  than  150  mil¬ 
lion.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe 
that,  barring  a  war  of  extermination, 
that  our  Nation’s  population  will  dou¬ 
ble  again  in  the  last  half  of  the  century 
and  stand  at  about  300  million  by  2000 
A.  D. 

If  the  population  doubles,  the  number 
of  motor  vehicles  in  use,  it  may  be  ex¬ 
pected,  also  will  double.  The  Nation, 
probably,  will  have  100  million  instead 
of  the  present  53  million  motor  vehicles 
on  its  highways  within  50  years.  Our 
highway  problem  is  not  finished.  It  is 
just  beginning. 

In  building  more,  better,  and  safer 
highways  we  build  not  alone  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  but  also  for  the  future. 

HOW  PACIFIC  COAST  FARES 

My  constituents  will  be  interested  in 
knowing  how  the  three  Pacific  Coast 
States  of  Oregon,  Washington,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  benefit  from  this  bill. 

I  have  obtained  from  Commissioner 
F.  V.  du  Pont,  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Roads,  how  much  each  of  these  three 
States  will  share  in  the  increased  funds 
in  this  bill. 

Washington  during  each  of  the  past  2 
years  has  received  $9,148,000  a  year  in 
Federal  highway  matching  funds.  Un¬ 
der  this  bill,  Washington  State  will  be 
allocated,  Commissioner  du  Pont  in¬ 
forms  me,  $12,805,000  a  year  for  each  of 
the  next  2  years.  This  will  be  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $3,657,000  a  year  for  Washing¬ 
ton  State  for  each  of  the  next  2  years. 

Oregon  during  the  past  2  years  has 
received  $3,502,000  a  year  in  Federal 
highway  matching  funds.  Under  this 
bill,  Oregon  will  be  allocated  $11,685,000 
a  year  for  each  of  the  next  2  years.  This 
will  be  an  increase  for  Oregon  of  $3,183,- 
000  a  year  over  the  amount  now  being 
received. 

California  during  the  past  2  years  has 
been  receiving  $29,912,000  a  year  in  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  matching  funds.  Under 
this  bill,  California  will  be  allocated 
$43,031,000  a  year  during  each  of  the 
next  2  years.  This  will  be  an  increase 
of  $13,049,000  a  year  for  California. 

Altogether,  the  3  Pacific  coast  States 
will  receive  about  $20  million  a  year  or 
$40  million  during  the  next  2  years  more 
than  these  3  States  received  in  Federal 
matching  funds  during  the  past  2  years. 

Under  this  bill,  most  of  this  Federal 
money  must  be  matched  on  a  50-50  basis 
by  the  States.  This  means  that  during 
the  next  2  years  there  will  be  $80  mil¬ 
lion  more  spent  on  the  highways  of 
these  3  States  than  in  the  past  2  years. 
This  additional  $30  million,  on  top  of  the 
millions  already  being  expended,  will  do 
wonders  toward  improving  the  highways 
of  the  Pacific  coast  by  making  them 
wider,  better,  and  safer. 

TO  HELP  MANY  INDUSTRIES 

The  bill  carries  a  total  of  $300  million 
more  in  Federal  matching  funds  for  the 
48  States  and  Territories  than  any  previ¬ 
ous  highway  bill. 

Most  of  these  Federal  funds  must  be 
matched  by  the  States  on  a  50-50  basis. 
This  means  that  the  additional  $300  mil¬ 
lion  of  Federal  money  will  stimulate  a 


$600  million  increase  in  the  Nation’s 
highway  building  program  during  each 
of  the  next  2  years — will  increase  that 
highway  building  program  by  more  than 
a  billion  dollars  during  the  next  2  years. 

Such  an  increase  in  the  highway 
building  program  means  the  creation  of 
jobs  for  tens  of  thousands  of  additional 
construction  workers. 

Also,  this  vast  expansion  of  the  na¬ 
tional  highway  program  means  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  an  enormous  increased  demand 
for  cement,  asphalt,  steel,  lumber,  ply¬ 
wood,  and  all  of  those  other  materials 
that  go  into  highway  and  bridge  con¬ 
struction.  This  will  bring  into  being 
tens  of  thousands  of  additional  jobs 
for  those  who  work  to  produce  building 
and  construction  materials. 

The  railroads,  truck  and  other  trans¬ 
portation  companies,  also,  will  benefit 
through  the  increased  freight  this  ex¬ 
panded  road  program  will  generate. 

While  the  bill  is  not  perfect  in  every 
detail,  it  is  the  best  highway  bill  ever 
presented  to  Congress.  I  am  proud  to 
have,  as  a  member  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee,  participated  in  writ¬ 
ing  it.  I  hope  it  will  have  the  support  of 
all  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  bill  before  us  today  is  on  the 
whole  a  very  good  highway  bill,  one  that 
has  the  bipartisan  endorsement  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  one  that 
will  go  a  long  ways  toward  meeting  the 
highway  problems  that  we  have  in  this 
country  of  ours.  The  main  complaint  I 
have  against  the  bill  is  that  the  sum  au¬ 
thorized  is  still  entirely  inadequate  to 
meet  the  highway  needs  of  the  Nation  on 
a  year-to-year  basis.  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  should  ever  allow  ourselves  to 
get  into  a  position  in  regard  to  Federal 
appropriations  for  highways  of  saying: 
We  will  only  appropriate  so  much  money 
as  we  get  in  the  way  of  a  Federal  gaso¬ 
line  tax. 

With  respect  to  that  idea,  it  is  well  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  who  have  listened  to  the  debate 
as  to  how  distribution  of  the  interstate 
highway  system  money  will  be  applied, 
because  we  have  had  a  serious  effort 
made  in  the  past  few  years  to  do  away 
entirely  with  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
and  to  do  away  entirely  with  the  Federal 
system  of  highway  aid.  I  would  like  to 
call  the  attention  of  those  of  us  who  rep¬ 
resent  some  of  the  so-called  poor  States 
that  if  that  system  is  done  away  with  we 
will  be  left  out  in  the  cold  entirely.  I 
think  the  compromise  that  has  been 
worked  out  in  regard  to  the  interstate 
system  in  this  bill  is  reasonable  and 
equitable. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  chairman  of  our  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor] 
comes  from  a  State  that  would  benefit 
greatly  if  the  interstate  funds  were  al¬ 
located  purely  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion.  I  happen  to  come  from  a  State 
that  would  benefit  if  the  allocation  was 
purely  on  the  basis  of  the  old  formula. 
I  believe,  however,  that  in  the  com¬ 
promise  that  has  been  worked  out,  where 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  March  8 


2692 

equal  attention  is  given  to  both  of  these 
factors,  we  have  reached  a  solution  that 
is  best  for  all  of  us  concerned.  If  those 
of  us  from  the  so-called  poorer  States, 
from  the  large  and  sparsely  settled 
States,  succeeded  in  writing  into  the  law 
a  provision  that  ignores  the  needs  of  the 
highly  populated  States,  we  are  liable 
to  wake  up  2  years  from  now  and  find 
that  we  get  no  Federal  highway  aid. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  on  the  floor 
here  before,  the  Commission  on  Inter- 
governmenal  Relations  is  studying  this 
problem  now.  Under  the  former  Chair¬ 
man  of  that  Commission,  I  think  it  is 
very  likely  that  we  would  have  come 
through  with  a  recommendation  to  do 
away  with  the  Federal  aid  to  highways 
system.  I  hope  the  Commission  will  not 
come  through  with  that  recommenda¬ 
tion.  If  it  does  not,  the  reason  will  be  in 
good  part ''due  to  the  fine  work  done  by 
the  Subcommittee  on  Highways  of  our 
committee  under  the  leadership  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor]. 
A  very  thorough  study  of  this  entire 
problem  was  made  at  great  length  last 
year,  with  hearings  that  took  more  than 
13  weeks.  It  was  the  considered  opinion 
of  most  of  those  who  testified  at  that 
time  that  the  Federal-aid  system  should 
be  continued. 

I  fully  realize  the  problems  of  these 
urban  areas;  that  these  highly  popu- 
later  areas  must  be  fully  considered  and 
some  attempt  be  made  to  resolve  these 
problems  in  this  legislation  as  is  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  portion  of  the  bill  that  gives 
distribution  of  these  funds  in  half  on  the 
interstate  system  on  the  basis  of  popu¬ 
lation.  I  think  it  is  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  proposition  as  presented- to  us  to¬ 
day,  and  I  hope  that  the  House  will  go 
along  with  this  attempt  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  made  to  arrive  at  a  meeting 
of  the  minds  in  the  commitee  that  will, 
so  far  as  is  possible  for  to  do  so,  meet 
the  needs  of  the  entire  country.  We  are 
not  legislating  here  today  to  solve  the 
highway  problem  of  Mississippi,  Ohio,  or 
any  other  individual  State.  We  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  help  and  work  out  a  na¬ 
tional  highway  system  that  will,  insofar 
as  possible,  meet  the  basic  needs  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  ScudderL 

(Mr.  SCUDDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill  you  have  before  you  today  is  the 
work  of  several  months  of  investigation 
by  the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  I  believe  they  have 
given  to  you  a  comprehensive,  well- 
rounded  piece  of  legislation  for  your 
consideration. 

There  are  a  few  matters  that  have 
not  been  touched  upon  during  the  course 
of  the  discussion,  and  I  would  like  to 
give  you  a  few  figures  that  seem  rather 
important  to  me.  While  this  bill  is  not 
one  of  linkage,  nor  do  we  by  this  bill 
endeavor  to  appropriate  all  moneys  that 
are  collected  in  the  form  of  gas  tax, 
there  is  a  relationship,  because  most  of 
us  feel  that  the  ordinary  motorist,  when 
he  drives  up  to  a  gas  station  to  purchase 


gasoline,  does  that  with  a  feeling  that 
the  tax  that  he  is  paying  is  being  used 
for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
highways  throughout  our  entire  country. 

In  1952  there  was  collected  in  gas  tax 
$866,221,000.  The  highway  users  con¬ 
tributed  $800,755,000.  The  nonusers  of 
the  highways  paid  in  gas  tax  that  year 
$65,466,000.  We  had  complaints  come 
to  us  from  the  airplane  companies  that 
they  were  paying  a  gas  tax  and,  there¬ 
fore,  their  portion  of  the  tax  should  not 
be  used  for  highways.  The  same  type 
of  complaint  came  from  farmers,  who 
said  that  the  gas  tax  on  tractors  and 
other  implements  used  on  the  farm 
should  not  be  used  for  highways.  We 
also  had  similar  complaints  from  the 
motorboat  owners. 

I  made  some  research  and  I  found  that 
this  coming  year  we  expect  to  collect 
about  $910  million.  It  is  estimated  that 
91  percent  of  the  tax  will  be  paid  by  the 
highway  users,  in  other  words  $878,100,- 
000  of  the  money  to  be  paid  in  through 
this  tax  will  be  paid  by  the  highway 
users.  The  amount  set  forth  in  this 
bill  is  quite  a  coincidence  in  that  we  are 
asking  in  the  bill  for  $875  million,  so 
there  is  a  spread  of  only  a  little  over  $3 
million  in  favor  of  the  general  fund  left 
from  the  taxes  paid  by  the  users  of  the 
highways.  It  seems  to  me  that  should 
satisfy  everyone  when  it  comes  to  an 
equal  distribution  of  the  taxes  paid. 

I  feel  that  another  very  important  fac¬ 
tor  in  this  bill  is  that  we  have  turned 
over  to  the  various  States  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  constructing,  maintaining,  and 
writing  the  specifications  for  secondary 
roads.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  cost  of  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Roads  would  be  reduced  by  50  percent 
if  the  secondary  roads  were  handled 
entirely  and  directly  by  the  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  highways.  I  think  that  is  a 
very  good  argument  in  favor  of  this  bill. 

Another  thing  that  you  from  the  rural 
areas  will  be  interested  in  is  that  this 
bill  provides  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  may  use  urban  money  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  secondary  highways  through 
the  small  municipalities.  You  are  aware 
that  the  urban  moneys  go  only  to  cities 
of  5,000  and  more,  so  the  smaller  cities 
are  left  without  any  funds  to  assist  them 
in  building  the  trunklines  through  their , 
small  municipalities.  This  bill  will  as¬ 
sist  them.  The  Highway  Commission 
may  appropriate  urban  moneys  for  the 
construction  of  highways  through  the 
small  cities. 

I  feel  that  this  is  a  very  fine,  well 
worked  out  bill,  and  urge  your  support 
of  it  in  toto. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Price]. 

(Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  face 
two  national  crises — rising  unemploy¬ 
ment,  which,  if  not  checked,  will  bring 
us  into  a  major  depression;  and  a  woe¬ 
fully  inadequate  highway  system. 

I  maintain  these  two  crises  in  the  same 
breath,  because  a  solution  for  one  is  a 
solution  for  both.  Members  of  this  body 
who  drive  to  and  from  Washington,  no 


matter  in  what  direction  they  leave  the 
Capital,  must  be  painfully  aware  of  the 
poor  condition  of  our  highways. 

The  one  good  stretch  of  highway — 
the  18  miles  of  the  Shirley  Highway  in 
Virginia — is  rapidly  becoming  a  death 
trap.  Scarcely  a  week  goes  by  that  we 
do  not  pick  up  our  morning  newspaper 
and  read  of  a  serious  accident. 

When  I  drive  to  my  home  in  East  St. 
Louis,  I  travel  over  roads  that  are  bat¬ 
tered  from  the  pounding  of  traffic.  For 
long  stretches  they  are  narrow,  and  I 
am  forced  to  crawl  behind  trucks  or  risk 
my  life  trying  to  pass.  Quaint  little 
Frederick  bogs  me  down  with  congested 
streets;  Cumberland  slows  me  with  in¬ 
terminable  stop  signs;  Wheeling  brings 
me  almost  to  a  crawl  with  steep  hills, 
sharp  turns,  and  a  bridge  more  than  100 
years  old;  the  route  takes  me  through 
the  heavily  congested  areas  of  Columbus 
and  Indianapolis. 

My  route  takes  me  over  an  important 
artery,  an  artery  over  which  flows  the 
lifeblood  of  our  economy;  a  route  over 
which  important  military  traffic  must 
pass  in  time  of  war  or  national  emer¬ 
gency.  To  me,  the  delays  and  the  bumps 
mean  only  an  inconvenience,  and  a 
month  off  the  life  of  my  car.  As  I  ex¬ 
perience  these  delays,  however,  I  ask 
myself  what  they  mean  to  the  logistic 
snowball  of  military  support.  How 
many  hours  or  days  delay  in  a  vital  air 
strike  results  from  5  minutes  loss  by  a 
truckload  of  electronic  gear  in  Cumber¬ 
land  or  Wheeling  or  Columbus  > 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  the  Congress  can 
take  a  long  step  toward  solving  the  high¬ 
way  crisis.  We  may  do  it  without  deficit 
financing.  All  we  need  do  is  to  recog¬ 
nize  that  an  adequate  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  is  a  Federal  responsibility. 
Within  a  period  of  no  more  than  10  years 
we  can  build  our  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  up  to  par.  We  can  do  it  without  go¬ 
ing  into  debt.  The  financing  of  such 
a  program  can  be  achieved  by  devoting 
all  the  money  collected  from  gasoline 
and  other  taxes  on  highway  users  to  the 
highway  program. 

That  would  provide  about  a  billion  and 
a  half  dollars  a  year  to  be  spent  on  the 
highway  system.  States  could  continue 
to  do  the  actual  work,  under  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  supervision.  But  the  States 
would  not  be  required  to  match  the 
funds.  This  would  free  state  and  ordi¬ 
nary  Federal-aid  funds  for  work  on  our 
rural  highways  and  on  streets  over  which 
interstate  traffic  rarely  passes. 

Now  how  would  this  meet  the  unem¬ 
ployment  crisis?  In  the  first  place,  it 
would  provide  jobs.  The  program  would 
not  be  boondoggling,  for  we  would  be 
building  to  increase  the  national  wealth 
and  to  increase  the  national  security. 

In  the  second  place,  unless  our  high¬ 
ways  are  made  adequate  the  market  for 
new  automobiles  will  continue  to  shrink. 
More  and  more  people  will  come  to  real¬ 
ize  that  it  is  folly  to  endanger  a  two 
thousand  or  more  dollar  investment  on 
narrow,  winding,  rough  highways.  When 
fewer  cars  and  trucks  are  built,  less  steel 
is  consumed.  When  less  steel  is  con¬ 
sumed,  less  coal  is  burned.  That  is 
something  very  close  to  me  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  living  in  the  district  I  have  the  honor 
to  represent. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


2693 


1954 


Finally,  I  cannot  stress  too  much  the 
importance  of  adequate  highways  to  our 
national  defense.  The  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  is  Wedded  to  the  military 
strategy  of  fast  and  massive  retaliation. 
The  effectiveness  of  such  a  strategy  de¬ 
pends  upon  speed  all  along  the  line,  not 
just  in  a  fast  carrier  or  a  jet  bomber. 
In  a  time  of  mobilization,  every  truck  on 
our  highways  will  be  making  a  contri¬ 
bution  to  power  we  exert  on  the  enemy. 
All  the  money  we  appropriate  for  jet 
aircraft,  fast  ships,  and  speedy  tanks 
will  be  of  no  avail  if  these  weapons  are 
shackled  by  a  horse  and  buggy  highway- 
system. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Trimble]. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  serv¬ 
ice  on  a  committee  of  this  House  is  more 
like  service  on  a  jury  than  anything  I 
know.  Those  of  you  who  have  served  on 
juries  know  that  you  will  sit  day  after 
day  and  hear  testimony  and  then  hear 
the  court  give  the  instructions  on  the 
law,  and,  then  you  will  go  out  and  all  12 
of  you  will  have  a  different  idea  as  to 
what  the  verdict  ought  to  be.  Then  you 
have  to  give  and  take.  You  do  not  sur¬ 
render  your  convictions  if  it  comes  to 
that.  You  hang  the  jury. 

There  are  29  of  us  on  this  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  and  I  presume  that  if 
we  had  had  our  way  there  would  have 
been  29  different  bills.  I  happen  to 
represent  a  State  that  is  rather  thinly 
populated,  and  we  are  not  entirely  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  provisions  of  this  bill.  I 
think  the  division  of  the  fund  on  the 
interstate  highway  system  under  this 
bill  would  get  more  votes  and  would  be 
more  equitable  to  the  thinly  populated 
and  poorer  States  if  the  formula  was 
75/25.  There  are  other  features  of  the 
bill  which  I  would  change.  I  am  not 
particularly  strong  for  the  idea  of  link¬ 
age  because  if  we  have  the  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  say,  linked  to  the  gasoline  tax,  and 
then  a  future  Congress  does  away  with 
the  gasoline  tax,  we  would  be  thrown  into 
utter  confusion  with  reference  to  our 
program.  The  interstate  system  is  set 
up  on  a  formula  different  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  road  funds  which  obtained  through 
the  years  since  I  have  been  here  and 
before.  I  have  had  quite  a  few  phone 
calls,  and  some  telegrams,  and  some 
letters  expressing  concern  over  the  fact 
that  this  bill  takes  away  or  disturbs  the 
old  formula  of  the  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  roads.  I  think  that  comes 
about  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  here  for 
the  second  time  we  have  the  interstate 
or  so-called  defense  roads  system  men¬ 
tioned.  Indirectly,  this  defense  roads 
system  or  the  interstate  system  will  help 
us  because  it  will  take  from  the  primary 
system,  for  instance,  in  the  State  of 
Arkansas,  although  I  do  not  remember 
the  mileage,  but  Highway  No.  70  goes 
through  our  State,  and  Highway  No.  67 
from  Little  Rock  and  northeast  through 
our  State — as  I  say,  I  do  not  recall  the 
mileage  but  whatever  the  mileage  is,  it  is 
subtracted  from  the  primary  system 
which  has  heretofore  declared  in  our 
State,  and  we  will  have  that  much  more 
to  put  on  the  primary,  secondary  system, 
and  the  urban  system.  Another  thing 
that  disturbs  me  too  is  the  formula. 


That  is  not  new  in  this  bill.  It  has  been 
in  other  bills.  We  are  losing  population 
in  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and  it  is  largely 
because  our  road  systems,  our  secondary 
or  farm-to-market  or  rural  routes  and 
postal  route  roads  are  poor  and  people 
are  just  not  going  to  live  on  those  gravel 
roads  when  they  can  move  to  better 
roads.  Then  there  is  the  so-called  trans¬ 
fer  in  this  bill  as  in  the  previous  bill. 
We  have  a  switch  of  25  percent  allowed. 
The  highway  department  of  the  State  of 
Arkansas,  for  instance,  can  take  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  allocated  for  secondary 
roads  and  use  it  on  primary  roads.  But, 
by  the  same  token,  it  can  take  25  percent 
from  the  primary  roads  and  use  it  on  the 
secondary  roads.  The  pressure  gets 
pretty  heavy  on  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State.  Personally,  I  would 
like  to  have  that  nailed  down  especially 
with  reference  to  the  secondary  road 
system.  Because  if  we  can  get  those 
roads,  and  if  they  can  be  traveled  over 
and  get  these  people  out  of  the  mud,  then 
our  gas  tax  receipts  will  increase  because 
the  people  will  travel  more.  I  can  cite 
one  instance  in  the  district  that  I  repre¬ 
sent  where  the  average  travel  on  the 
highway  was  75  vehicles  per  day,  but  it 
was  paved  and  then  the  travel  on  that 
highway  increased  to  about  300  vehicles 
per  day.  Of  course,  with  the  incidental 
increase  in  the  gasoline  tax  money  that 
was  used. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Will  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  just  how  the  State  road  depart¬ 
ment  in  my  State  or  your  State  would 
take  those  funds  that  we  are  allocating 
for  primary  roads  and  use  them,  on  urban 
roads?  Would  the  gentleman  be  a  little 
more  definite  as  to  just  how  that  could 
happen? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  The  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State,  as  I  understand  this 
legislation — and  this  was  in  legislation 
prior  to  this,  and  is  not  new  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill — could,  let  us  say,  in  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  have  $3  million  for  a 
primary  system,  and  then,  if  the  high¬ 
way  department  decides  they  need  more 
funds  on  the  secondary  system,  they 
could  take  25  percent,  or  $750,000,  and 
set  it  over  on  the  secondary  system,  or 
vice  versa. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  They  could  also  take 
funds  for  secondary  roads  and  use  them 
for  access  roads  to  municipalities  in  the 
urban  centers? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  I  am  not  sure  about 
that.  I  would  not  want  to  be  bound  by 
a  statement  to  that  effect.  I  think  they 
can  shift  25  percent  of  any  of  these  funds 
to  any  other  fund.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from, 
Kansas  [Mr.  George!. 

(Mr.  GEORGE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  a  member  of  this  subcommittee 
that  has  been  making  a  study  of  this 
road  problem  the  past  2  years.  I  want 
to  commend  the  membership  of  this 
committee.  As  you  listened  to  the  de¬ 
bate  today,  you  noticed  some  difference 


of  opinion.  Different  areas  are  affected 
in  different  ways  by  this  bill;  It  is  a 
compromise  bill  between  the  various 
groups  from  the  different  types  of  States 
that  we  have  in  the  United  States,  with 
the  overall  idea  in  mind  that  we  are 
trying  to  pass  legislation  here  which  will 
do  the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest 
number  of  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  intention  to 
support  H.  R.  8127,  because  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  it  is  the  most  realistic  highway 
contruction  bill  ever  considered  by  Con¬ 
gress.  This  bill  was  prepared  after  ex¬ 
haustive  hearings  held  many  days  last 
year  in  the  1st  session  of  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  in  which  witnesses  from  all  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  economy  were  heard.  In 
addition,  extensive  hearings  have  been 
held  this  year  before  our  Subcommittee 
on  Roads,  and  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  took  final  action  on  this  bill 
after  complete  discussion. 

There  are  many  things  in  this  bill  that 
can  be  considered  of  a  controversial 
nature.  Each  segment,  however,  of  our 
people  who  are  interested  in  highway 
construction,  have  something  in  this  bill 
that  commends  itself  to  them.  This  bill 
raises  the  regular  funds  for  highway 
construction  $100  million.  In  addition 
to  that,  $200  million  was  established  in 
comparatively  new  funds  to  be  used  on 
our  strategic  military  network. 

Altogether,  this  bill  provides  for  addi¬ 
tional  construction  of  highways  in  our 
country  amounting  to  over  $1  billion  for 
the  2-year  period  fiscal  1956  and  1957. 
This  is  only  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
It  will  not  nearly  meet  the  Nation’s 
highway  needs.  I  hope  this  expanded 
program  will  meet  with  such  success  that 
the  people  of  the  various  States  will  ask 
Congress  to  increase  the  amount  to  be 
used  on  highway  construction  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  per  year  in  the  near 
future. 

We  have  been  spending  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  foreign  aid,  and  other  billions 
for  our  military  strength.  It  seems  to 
me  it  is  time  that  we  are  starting  to 
partly  meet  our  highway  construction 
problems  in  the  United  States.  This 
bill  is  a  forward  step  in  that  direction. 

Federal  apportionment  of  funds  State 
of  Kansas  would  receive  under  new  na¬ 
tional  Federal-aid-to-highways  bill: 


Primary _  $6,  552,  000 

Secondary _ 4,  587,  000 

Urban _  1, 390,  000 

Subtotal _  12,  529,  000 

Interstate  population  formula—  1, 168,  000 
Old  formula  under  sec.  21 -  2,  446,  000 

Subtotal _  3,  614,  000 

Overall  approximate  total - -  16, 143,  000 

1955  total _  12,  035,  698 

Increase  per  year -  4, 107,  302 


Federal  apportionment  which  Kansas 
is  receiving  under  the  1952  law  for  fiscal 
1954  and  fiscal  1955: 

1954 

Primary _ _  $5,  950,  738 

Secondary _  4,  165,  742 

Urban _  1,261,297 

Interstate -  853 


Total _  11,  898,  630 
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1955 

Primary - 

Secondary - 

Urban - 

Interstate - 


$5,  975,  744 
4,  183,  753 
1,  267,  793 
608,  403 


Total 


12,  035,693 


Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 

Mi-.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  a  question;  I 
I  should  like  to  say  beforehand,  paren¬ 
thetically,  that  I  would  not  be  so  em¬ 
boldened  as  to  put  my  own  individual 
judgment  up  against  the  judgment  of 
the  committee  which  has  given  so  much 
thought  and  attention  to  this  problem; 
not  only  to  this  one  bill  but  to  this  prob¬ 
lem  over  a  period  of  years. 

I  want  also  to  say  that  I  have  been  in 
touch  with  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McGregor],  who  has  always  been  atten¬ 
tive  and  interested  and  thoughtful  and 
very  nice  about  listening  to  suggestions. 
My  concern  with  these  public-works  road 
bills  now  is  that  we  have  a  tendency,  in 
my  judgment,  to  lose  sight  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  need  for  defense  highways;  and  I 
get  that  idea  from  traveling  through 
the  country. 

If  we  were  to  have  world  war  III  now 
I  tremble  to  think  about  how  we  would 
move  the  traffic  engendered  by  such  a 
war  over  our  highways,  because  they 
go  through  these  urban  centers,  which 
are  the  first  ones  which  would  be  knocked 
out,  and  they  go  through  every  town  and 
village,  and  make  no  appreciable  ef¬ 
fort  to  bypass  them.  How  to  get  mili¬ 
tary  traffic  through  at  a  high  rate  of 
speed  is  the  great  question,  and  that  is 
the  thing  that  I  see  in  the  tendency, 
not  of  the  committee  so  much,  but  the 
tendency  of  the  citizens,  the  people,  to 
overlook  the  need  for  defense  highways. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  . 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  direct  my  remarks  to  section  2 
(a) ,  on  page  5,  this  controversial  proviso 
beginning  in  line  10.  Despite  what  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McGregor]  says  of  this  bill  and  has  to 
say  about  there  being  no  connection  or 
no  linkage  there,  a  lot  of  people  back 
in  my  State  seem  to  think  that  there  is. 

I  have  before  me  here — and  I  would 
like  to  include  in  the  Record — a  state¬ 
ment  by  the  public-relations  officer  of 
the  Standard  Oil  Co.  located  in  my  State 
protesting  it. 

I  have  another  from  one  of  the  officers 
of  the  State  Contractors’  Association 
protesting  it. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  gentleman  will 
again  explain  to  the  members  of  the 
Committee  why  there  is  not  a  connection 
there.  They  seem  to  think  so  and  my 
mind  is  not  clear  that  there  is  not.  So 
I  ask  the  gentleman  to  explain  it. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  simply  say  to 
the  people  that  we  cannot  give  you  addi¬ 
tional  miles  of  better  roads  unless  we 
have  the  money  with  which  to  do  it. 
Now  if  we  are  talking  about  continuing 
the  half-cent  gas  tax,  that  bill  will  be 
in  here  on  Wednesday  and  everyone  will 


have  an  opportunity  to  vote  “yes”  or 
“no”  on  the  continuation  of  the  gas  tax. 
This  can  be  changed  overnight;  there 
is  nothing  permanent  about  this  legis¬ 
lation  whatsoever. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  J.  M.  Douds  says; 

We  are  definitely  opposed  to  the  provision 
linking  the  gasoline  tax  and  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  because  of  the  traditional 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
construct  and  maintain  interstate  post  and 
military  roads. 

It  has  been  the  tradition  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  do  that.  Why  use  the  gaso¬ 
line  tax  to  do  it?  That  is  the  question 
all  will  ask. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  If  you  ask  the  av¬ 
erage  man  on  the  street  what  the  gaso¬ 
line  tax  was  used  for  he  would  say  it 
was  used  for  highways. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances  I  shall  support  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

(Mr.  EVINS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pend¬ 
ing  measure  to  amend  the  Federal  Aid 
Road  Act  and  to  authorize  increased 
appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
highways  is  an  important  measure  and 
certainly  represents  a  forward-looking 
and  progressive  piece  of  legislation. 

The  building  of  better  highways  and 
improved  secondary  road  systems  for  the 
Nation  is  a  nonpartisan  issue.  We  all 
are  for,  or  should  be  for,  better  roads 
and  improved  highways.  The  new  bill 
represents  an  extension  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highways  Act  of  years  past  and  pro¬ 
vides  for  carrying  forward  the  basic 
highway  pattern  of  Federal  Government 
and  State  cooperation  on  a  matching 
funds  basis — a  50-50  basis  with  some 
exceptions. 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $600  million  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  of  1956  and  1957  and  to  be 
made  available  to  the  States  and  ex¬ 
pended  as  follows: 

Two  hundred  and  seventy  millions  of 
dollars  for  projects  on  Federal  aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  systems. 

One  hundred  and  eighty  millions  of 
dollars  for  Federal-aid  projects  on  sec¬ 
ondary  road  systems. 

One  hundred  and  fifty  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  projects  on  Federal-aid  highway 
systems  in  urban  areas. 

Under  this  authorization,  the  State  of 
Tennessee  will  receive  $5,851,000  in  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  funds  for  primary  road  construc¬ 
tion;  $4,560,000  for  Federal  aid  for  sec¬ 
ondary  road  construction;  and  $2,139,000 
for  Federal  aid  for  urban  road  construc¬ 
tion — a  total  of  $12,550,000  in  Federal  aid 
for  highway  and  rural  road  construction 
and  development  in  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee — and  a  total  of  $16,756,000  with 
the  additional  population  increase  basis. 

This  represents  a  substantial  increase 
over  funds  provided  in  recent  years  and 
marks  a  progressive  step  forward.  It  is 
an  indication  of  the  fact  that  an  in¬ 
creased  highway  construction  program  is 
needed  and  should  be  stimulated  inas¬ 
much  as  there  has  been  a  period  of  some 
laxity  in  road  construction  during  the 
war  years  and  postwar  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  somewhat 
concerned  about  the  provisions  contained 


in  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  transfer 
of  funds  from  rural  to  urban  road  pur¬ 
poses  and  vice  versa.  The  bill  would 
permit  not  exceeding  25  percent  of  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  States,  in  any  one  year,  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  apportionment  under 
one  system  to  either  of  the  others. 

Many  of  us  are  greatly  concerned 
about  the  construction  of  rural  roads  and 
it  is  to  be  hoped  there  will  not  be  any 
substantial  diversion  or  transfer  of  funds 
herein  appropriated  for  rural  road  de¬ 
velopment  to  urban  projects.  It  is  noted 
that  such  transfer  of  funds  can  only  be 
effected  when  requested  and  certified  to 
by  State  highway  departments  of  the 
various  States  and  being  in  the  public 
interest,  and  when  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce. 

The  apportionment  is  the  same  as  be¬ 
fore — on  a  50-50  basis  except  in  the  case 
of  the  authorization  of  $200  million  for 
interstate  highway  construction  in  which 
case  a  new  formula  is  adopted  with  the 
Federal  Government  making  a  contribu¬ 
tion  of  60  percent  as  compared  with  40 
percent  from  the  States.  This  is  to  stim¬ 
ulate  an  increased  interstate  highway 
construction  program. 

This  is  a  progressive  measure,  a 
constructive  measure  and  represents  an 
extension  of  progressive  legislation  which 
has  been  in  effect  for  a  number  of  years. 

I  wish  to  commend  members  of  the 
committee  for  recommending  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neal],  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  insofar  as 
linkage  is  concerned,  it  does  not  seem 
to  me  it  makes  a  great  deal  of  difference 
how  you  look  at  this  matter.  In  West 
Virginia  we  have  a  gasoline  tax  which 
goes  entirely  to  the  support  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  highway  system.  We  may 
be  in  this  particular  bill  adopting  the 
principle  of  linkage,  yet  it  is  temporary 
and  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  it 
is  a  precedent. 

I  do  not  believe,  after  getting  exten¬ 
sive  information  in  the  hearings  extend¬ 
ing  over  many  weeks,  that  we  could  pos¬ 
sibly  present  to  you  a  bill  that  would 
satisfy  everybody;  however,  there  is 
something  about  this  bill  which  I  think 
needs  to  be  commended  and  that  is  this: 
In  all  these  years  that  we  have  been  neg¬ 
lecting  our  highways,  we  have  been 
building  more  and  more  automobiles  and 
creating  more  and  more  traffic.  We 
have  diverted  funds  which  we  really 
should  have  used  for  highway  purposes. 
We  have  diverted  those  funds  to  other 
purposes. 

Regardless  of  the  criticism  you  may 
have  of  this  particular  bill,  it  does  one 
thing,  it  at  least  makes  a  start  toward 
the  Federal  Government’s  assumption  of 
its  duty  to  improve  the  Federal  high¬ 
ways.  If  the  money  comes  from  the  gas¬ 
oline  tax,  if  it  comes  from  the  general 
fund  or  from  whatever  source,  we  must 
recognize  it  is  a  start  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion  and  certainly  there  is  not  anything 
in  this  country  that  needs  the  support 
of  Federal  funds  as  much  as  the  high¬ 
way  system  of  the  Nation.  I  think  this 
is  a  good  bill. 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  As  author  of  the 
pending  bill,  I  want  to  pay  my  respects 
to  the  splendid  work  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neal]  has 
done  in  behalf  of  good  legislation.  He 
has  made  many  excellent  contributions 
to  problems  studied  by  our  committee. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  the  remaining  time  on  this 
side  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  point  out 
that  I  believe  this  committee  has  taken 
the  wrong  approach  when  it  attempts  to 
change  the  formula  whereby  you  take 
the  money  authorized  in  this  legislation 
and  change  it  to  the  formula  as  set 
forth  on  page  4  of  this  bill.  I  say  that 
for  the  reason  that  all  of  us  know  that 
heretofore  the  formula  used  has  been 
satisfactory  and  also,  may  I  say,  that 
this  authorization  where  it  changes  that 
formula  will  be  a  disadvantage  to  the 
thing  that  you  desire  to  accomplish. 
The  thing  that  you  desire  to  accom¬ 
plish,  as  I  understand  it,  is  national  de¬ 
fense  highways. 

In  my  State  as  an  example,  there  has 
only  been  authorized  661  miles  of  roads 
for  national  defense  highways,  but  un¬ 
der  this  apportionment  we  stand  to  lose 
over  a  million  dollars.  I  know  it  has 
been  said  around  here  that  if  you  would 
take  a  look  at  the  figures  compiled  on 
page  20  of  the  report  it  will  be  found 
that  the  State  of  Colorado  pursuant  to 
old  apportionment  received  $8,484,000, 
and  that  on  page  18  in  pursuance  to  the 
appointment  as  set  forth  therein  the 
State  of  Colorado  would  get  $11,958,000, 
an  increase  of  approximately  $4  million. 
The  thing  that  they  have  overlooked  is 
that  as  they  compiled  the  figures  set 
forth  on  page  20  of  the  report  they  only 
used  $575  million  as  the  appropriation. 

In  this  bill  we  have  $800  million,  and 
as  the  result,  if  we  had  had  the  same 
proportion — and  it  will  apply  to  29  other 
States — then  we  would  have  received  in 
excess  of  almost  $13  million.  Now,  I  can 
readily  understand  how  many  members 
of  the  Highway  Engineers,  meeting  in  a 
convention,  were  told  that  if  you  would 
follow  this  formula,  then  you  would  get 
$3  or  $4  million  for  your  respective 
States,  but  the  thing  that  they  did  not 
tell  them  was  that  of  the  increased 
amount,  and  if  they  had  followed  the 
old  formula,  they  would  have  received 
all  the  way  from  $1  million  to  $2  to  $5 
million  more  under  the  old  formula. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  therefore  going  to 
be  my  privilege  when  this  bill  is  pre¬ 
sented  under  the  5-minute  rule  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  that  portion  of 
the  bill  which  deals  with  population 
only.  I  want  to  point  out  that  if  you 
are  going  to  have  this  for  a  national- 
defense  highway  system,  it  is  as  essential 
to  have  that  defense  highway  through 
sparsely  settled  sections  of  the  United 
States  as  it  is  to  have  it  in  the  thickly 
populated  sections  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones], 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Under  the 
formula  on  the  interstate  system  of  60- 
40,  the  State  of  Colorado  will  get  65.16 
percent  of  the  Federal  appropriation;  in 
other  words,  you  are  getting  5.16  percent 
more  than  the  average  State  will  receive. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Yes,  that 
is  correct.  This  increase  to  Colorado  is 
due  to  the  fact  the  public  lands  formula 
has  been  employed.  I  have  always  sup¬ 
ported  the  public  land  in  the  Highway 
Act,  which  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
well  knows. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle], 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
asked  for  this  time  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  committee  or 
the  author  of  the  bill  a  question  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  interstate  highway  fund. 
In  California  we  have  one  road  that  has 
given  us  a  great  deal  of  grief.  It  is  High¬ 
way  U.  S.  40  which  runs  from  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  through  Sacramento,  over  the 
Sierra  Nevada  Mountains  at  the  Donner 
Pass  and  into  Reno.  It  is  an  interstate 
highway.  During  the  wintertime  it  is 
plugged  up  with  snow  and  a  great  deal 
of  the  time  is  impassable.  In  the  last 
session  of  the  legislature  the  State  leg¬ 
islature  voted  $20  million  to  improve 
that  highway,  provided  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  would  put  up  an  addi¬ 
tional  $20  million  as  a  matching  fund. 
Five  of  us  Members  of  the  House  have 
introduced  bills  to  authorize  that  par¬ 
ticular  contribution  by  the  Federal 
Government,  which  would  be  additional 
and  extra  to  the  annual  Federal  aid 
allotment.  Those  measures  are  pending 
before  your  committee  at  this  time,  and 
we  are  seeking  the  support  of  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  for  those  bills,  because 
this  is  a  defense  highway  which,  when 
blocked,  cuts  off  the  defense  establish¬ 
ments  east  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  Moun¬ 
tains. 

The  question  I  want  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  this :  Since  $200  million  has  been 
put  into  this  bill,  would  it  be  possible  to 
take  California’s  portion  of  that  $200 
million  and  use  it  in  connection  with  the 
$20  million  now  set  aside  and  earmarked 
by  the  State  of  California  for  the  im¬ 
provement  of  Highway  40? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  would  be,  if  it 
were  so  recommended  by  the  California 
State  Highway  Department  and  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
They  could  probably  take  that  amount 
before  it  is  allocated  anywhere  else,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  probably  have  preferen¬ 
tial  treatment  because  of  its  military 
value. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  State  of  California 
has  already  indicated  the  preferential 
treatment  it  wants  to  give  this  highway. 
As  I  understand,  if  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  its  road  official,  can  convince  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  that  this  allo¬ 
cation  which  goes  to  California  out  of 
that  $200  million  should  be  used  on 
Highway  40,  it  can  be  used  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  If  they  can  prove 
it  to  the  Public  Roads  Administration, 
it  can  be  taken  as  part  of  the  California 
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share  under  this  new  legislation;  we  are 
stressing  the  $200  million  interstate  be¬ 
cause  of  military  value. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  And  because  that  is  a 
primary  defense  highway? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  I  compliment  the  committee  on  the 
excellent  work  it  has  done  on  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  and  all  acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $600,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1957. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows : 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas, 
and  for  projects  on  approved  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  within 
urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for 
each  fiscal  year,  respectively,  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  man¬ 
ner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance 
with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  ap¬ 
proved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under 
the  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  2  years 
after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount 
so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at 
the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum 
equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned 
to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered 
by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific 
projects  as  provided  by  this  act:  Provided 
further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may  discharge  his 
responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  design, 
inspection,  and  construction  of  such  secon¬ 
dary  road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  a  certified  statement  by  the  State 
highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  proj¬ 
ects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  the  respective  States  appli¬ 
cable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved 
by  him:  Provided  further.  That  not  more 
than  25  percent  of  the  amount  apportioned 
to  each  State  under  subparagraphs  (a),  (b), 
or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred  from 
the  apportionment  under  one  subparagraph 
to  the  apportionment  under  either  of  the 
other  subparagraphs:  Provided  further. 
That  such  transfer  is  requested  by  the  State 
highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public 
interest:  Provided  further,  That  the  total  of 
such  transfers  shall  not  increase  the  original 
apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by 
more  than  25  percent:  Provided  further. 
That  the  transfers  hereinabove  permitted 
for  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on 
the  same  basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any 
prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  provided 
further.  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
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be  deemed  to  alter  or  Impair  tlie  authority 
contained  in  the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph 
(b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 

Act  of  1944.  ... 

Sec  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and 
tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate 
highways.  Including  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  additional  sum  of  $200  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  au¬ 
thorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which 
the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  tlie 
total  population  of  all  the  States,  as  shown  by 
the  latest  available  Federal  census :  Provided, 
That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  of  the  money  so  ap¬ 
portioned:  and  one-half  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of  funds 
for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  any  project  on  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways  provided  for 
by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  increased  to  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  per¬ 
centage  of  the  remaining  40  percent  of  such 
cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated 
and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable 
Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding 
5  percent  of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein, 
equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the 
sum  authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not 
less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on 
September  30,  1954;  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States 
the  sum  authorized  by  this  section  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1957,  unless  a  Fed¬ 
eral  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of 
not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on 
September  30,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State 
tinder  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  2 
years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which 
such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided,  That 
such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended 
upon  execution  of  formal  agreements  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  unex¬ 
pended  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which 
it  is  available  for  expenditure  under  the 
terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall 
lapse. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That 
the  authorization  in  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest  highways 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is 
hereby  canceled:  and  (2)  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $22,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957 :  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  any  pro¬ 
posed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a 
timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  with  notice  and  reasonable  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility 


of  such  construction  or  reconstruction :  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  hereafter  funds  available 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
also  be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and 
trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  na¬ 
tional  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas 
administered  by  the  National  Park  Service, 
including  areas  authorized  to  be  established 
as  national  parks  and  monuments,  and  na¬ 
tional  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  act  of  January  31,  1931 
(46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by 
acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is 
vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  ap¬ 
proved  May  23,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That 
the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  ex¬ 
penditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such 
construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  Any  unappropriated  balance  of  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  by  sections  5  and  6  of  the  Federal -Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158),  for  the 
Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua  and  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  respectively,  for  the  fiscal 
years  1953  and  1954,  shall  continue  to  be 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  1956. 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20, 
1944  (58  Stat.  838);  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62 
Stat.  1105);  and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64 
Stat.  785);  and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952  (66  Stat.  158) , 
not  inconsistent  with  this  act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  7.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other 
provision  of  this  act  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  8.  All  acts  or  parts  of  acts  in  any  way 
inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act 
are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  act  shall  take 
effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  9.  The.  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
hereby  directed  to  make  a  study  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  State  highway  departments 
and  other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the 
problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and 
reconstruction  of  public  utilities  services  re¬ 
sulting  from  highway  improvements  author¬ 
ized  under  this  act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and 
financial  analysis  of  existing  relationships 
between  the  State  highway  departments  and 
affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review 


of  the  various  State  statutes  regulating  exist¬ 
ing  relationships,  to  the  end  that  a  full  and 
informative  report  may  be  made  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  not  later  than  February  1, 
1955. 

Sec.  10.  The  term  "highway,”  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  “tunnels.” 

Sec.  11.  Tlie  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
approve  as  a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  system,  extensions  through  urban 
areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system,  pro¬ 
vided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects 
on  such  extensions  shall  be  limited  to  urban 
funds. 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the 
interstate  planning  and  coordination  of  a 
continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appurte¬ 
nances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi 
Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
in  general  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  of  July  11,  1916, 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the 
recommended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint 
report  submitted  to  the  Congress  November 
28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and 
Interior  pursuant  to  the  act  of  August  24, 
1949  (Public  Law  262,  81st  Cong.),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  from  general  admin¬ 
istrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000;  the 
amount  expended  under  this  section  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  10  States  border¬ 
ing  the  Mississippi  River  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective 
States  for  the  improvement  and  extension 
of  existing  sections  of  this  highway  project 
as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies 
Concerned  therewith. 

Sec.  13.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1954.” 

Mr.  DONDERO  (interrupting  the 
reading  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
considered  as  read  and  open  to  amend¬ 
ment  at  any  point. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the 
gentleman  have  any  idea  how  much  time 
we  will  have  for  debate  before  we  are 
shut  off? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  There  is  no  disposi¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  chairman  to  shut 
off  debate. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  know  there 
is  no  such  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
gentleman,  but  I  want  to  know  if  we  can 
have  some  time,  because  there  are  some 
things  that  should  be  discussed  on  this 
bill. 

I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objec¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  certainly 
will  not  object,  I  wonder  if  in  the  opinion 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  on  that 
side  we  might  finish  the  legislation  to¬ 
night,  and  set  a  time  of  not  later  than  6 
o’clock,  we  will  say,  for  closing  debate. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Of  course, 
there  is  no  disposition  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  that  I  know  of  to  extend  debate  on 
the  bill.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  cannot 
conclude  it  tonight.  I  suggest  that  we 
proceed  and  see  how  we  come  out,  and 
then  consider  closing  debate. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  HALLECK.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mi’.  Chairman,  the  immediate 
request  will  of  course  be  granted,  and 
certainly,  as  the  chairman  has  pointed 
out,  there  is  no  disposition  to  shut  off 
debate.  However,  in  scheduling  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  week,  it  was  my  under¬ 
standing  after  consultation  generally 
that  we  could  conclude  the  matter  today. 

I  am  very  sure  that  we  can.  I  have 
checked  at  the  desk  and  there  are  three 
amendments  there.  That  does  not  nec¬ 
essarily  mean  that  there  are  not  other 
amendments  that  will  be  offered,  be¬ 
cause  Members  may  have  amendments 
that  are  not  at  the  desk.  If  Members 
do  have  amendments,  if  they  would  send 
them  to  the  desk  we  could  tell  better 
how  we  could  proceed  in  order  to  grant 
plenty  of  time  for  the  discussion  of  the 
amendments  that  may  be  offered. 

I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objec¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dempsey: 

Page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “$600,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$700,000,000.” 

Page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  “$270,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$315,000,000.” 

Page  2,  line  5,  strike  out  “$180,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$210,000,000.” 

Page  2,  line  7,  strike  out  “$150,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$175,000,000.” 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  a  very  simple  amendment.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  it  is  proposed  to  continue 
the  gasoline  tax  at  2  cents,  we  will  build 
up  an  additional  fund  of  about  $500 
million  from  the  1st  of  February  of  this 
year  until  the  1st  of  July  of  next  year. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  we  have 
before  us  which  provides  for  sending  any 
money  before  the  fiscal  years  1956  and 
1957.  The  amount  of  money  in  addition 
that  I  am  asking  is  $100  million  to  be 
given  to  these  categories  that  have  not 
been  treated  very  generously  in  this  bill. 
They  are  the  primary  system,  the  sec¬ 
ondary  system,  and  the  urban  system. 
The  primary  system  would  get  an  addi¬ 
tional  $45  million,  on  the  same  ratio  as 
they  would  under  the  formula  now.  The 
secondary  system  would  get  $30  million 
and  the  urban  system  would  get  $25 
million.  That  is  the  formula  that  has 
been  in  effect  for  a  great  many  years. 
Everybody  who  speaks  about  highways  is 
concerned  about  the  accidents  we  have 
been  having  and  the  lack  of  funds  we 
need  to  do  the  job  that  has  to  be  done. 
If  we  want  to  be  sincere  about  this  thing, 
I  do  not  believe  we  should  continue  for 
another  year  and  3  months  with  not  one 
additional  dime  for  highways  in  view  of 
the  increase  in  accidents.  We  should 
provide  something  additional  for  1956- 
57.  That  is  all  there  is  to  this  amend¬ 
ment.  It  affects  every  segment  of  this 
Nation.  It  affects  all  people.  It  pro¬ 
vides  the  same  formula  that  we  have 
been  working  on  for  a  great  many  years. 
I  think  the  money  is  available  and  I  do 
not  see  any  excuse  not  to  adopt  this 
amendment. 
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Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  it  the  purpose  of  the  gentleman  to  take 
that  $100  million  from  the  $200  million 
provided  in  section  2? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  that  at  all.  This  is  just  an  addi¬ 
tional  $100  million.  This  amendment 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  As  I  understand  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  you  are  seek¬ 
ing  to  set  this  up  one  year? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  No,  I  am  asking  to 
set  up  an  additional  $100  million  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956-57.  And 
I  hope  we  may  get  some  of  that  back 
before  that  time. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  means  that  you 
want  to  increase  the  bill  by  $100  million. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  right.  It 
may  be  that  we  will  get  the  authority  to 
use  some  of  it  earlier,  but  the  bill  we  are 
considering  now,  notwithstanding  what 
the  President  said  about  the  highway 
accidents,  what  he  said  about  these  kill¬ 
ings  on  the  highways,  and  what  he  said 
about  using  this  gasoline  tax  for  con¬ 
struction,  does  not  provide  sufficient 
money  to  do  the  job,  in  my  opinion.  The 
funds  authorized  by  this  amendment  will 
at  least  help  out  and  help  in  the  cate¬ 
gories  that  have  not  been  given  anything 
in  a  great  many  years.  You  set  up  $50 
million  for  many,  many  years  for  that 
category. 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEED.  Do  I  understand  the 
main  purpose  you  have  here  in  asking 
for  this  $100  million  increase  is  due  to 
the  fact  that  for  the  next  year  or  slightly 
more  than  1  year  you  are  going  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  collect  the  2-cent  gasoline  tax? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  For  1  year  and  3 
months. 

Mr.  STEED.  And  that  money  will  be 
spent  on  building  roads? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  right.  I  am 
asking  for  $100  million  additional  for 
15  months,  and  I  think  we  should  use 
some  of  it. 

Mr.  STEED.  If  your  amendment  is 
adopted,  then  in  these  2  following  years 
you  are  going  to  have  a  total  of  $200 
million  additional? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  the  gentleman  is  talking  about 
the  3  categories  where  the  States  match 
funds  on  a  50-50  basis? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  certain  the 
gentleman  has  listened  to  the  testimony. 
There  were  a  number  of  States  wonder¬ 
ing  whether  they  would  be  able  to  match 
the  funds  that  we  have  established  here 
in  this  bill  to  say  nothing  of  matching 
any  additional  funds. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  May  I  point  out  to 
the  chairman  that  if  there  are  any  States 


that  cannot  match  it,  they  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  match  the  funds.  But,  if  they 
can  match  the  funds — and  I  am  sure 
they  would  if  they  were  given  the  op¬ 
portunity — we  are  giving  them  another 
year  to  do  so.  Certainly,  they  will  be 
able  to  match  the  funds.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  trying  to  predict  what  the  States 
will  do.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
told  you  that  they  have  not  failed  yet. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  But  you  do  have 
on  record  the  fact  that  there  are  other 
States  that  cannot  match  the  amount 
that  we  have  in  the  bill  now  before  us. 
The  gentleman  knows,  if  he  is  making 
assurances,  as  he  suggested,  that  we  have 
no  assurance  as  to  what  the  gasoline-tax 
income  for  the  coming  year  is  going  to 
be.  As  of  now,  it  is  $906  million  without 
any  increase.  I  would  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  all  sincerity,  because  I  know  he 
believes  in  a  balanced  budget,  where  are 
we  going  to  get  this  extra  $100  million? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  will  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  where  we  can  get  this  extra  $100 
million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dempsey 
was  given  permission  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  got  my  figures  pri¬ 
marily  from  the  chairman,  who  stated  to 
the  Rules  Committee  that  we  had  $100 
million  or  more  last  year.  He  also  stated 
that  it  was  increasing  at  the  rate  of 
about  5  percent  per  year.  So  there 
would  be  $45  million  more  in  1  year,  or 
$56  million  in  15  months. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  at  that  point? 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  will  yield  to  my 
chairman. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  gentleman  un¬ 
derstands  that  we  are  stepping  up  this 
bill  now  over  $225  million  above  what 
it  was  at  any  previous  time;  We  did 
that  for  the  purpose  of  practically  ab¬ 
sorbing  all  of  the  gasoline  tax.  We  are 
within  $31  million  of  it  now.  If  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  prevails,  we 
would  go  a  way  beyond  that. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  gentleman  has 
put  in  $70  million  that  he  knows  is  not 
going  to  be  appropriated.  They  are  not 
matching  funds  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  have  to  do  with  Indian 
roads,  and  with  parks,  and  such  things 
as  that,  which  really  do  not  come  before 
the  committee.  They  do  not  represent  a 
matching  proposition.  They  are  in  the 
same  category  as  in  1952. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  But  the  money  comes 
out  of  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  money  comes  out 
of  the  Federal  Treasury,  certainly.  But 
you  are  delaying  this  action  for  a  year 
and  15  months.  That  is  what  you  are 
doing,  if  you  do  not  appropriate  this 
money  until  1956  or  1957.  With  all  of 
this  gasoline  tax  money  coming  in,  under 
your  own  figures  it  will  be  close  to  $500 
million  and  we  will  not  be  doing  any¬ 
thing  about  building  roads. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

(Mr.  DEMPSEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks. 
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Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  question  of  the  amount  of  money 
provided  for  roads  in  this  bill  has  been 
considered  thoroughly  by  the  members 
of  the  committee.  That  was  done  be¬ 
fore  we  reported  it  to  the  House.  No 
one  suggested  that  we  should  increase 
the  amount  of  the  bill.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  were  adopted,  we 
would  be  authorizing  more  money  than 
is  coming  into  the  Federal  Treasury  from 
the  gasoline  tax,  if  you  want  to  link  the 
question  of  the  gasoline  tax  with  the 
question  of  road  funds. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  an  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  At  no  time  did  my 
distinguished  friend  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Dempsey]  bring  this  amendment 
before  the  committee.  This  bill  came 
out  of  the  committee  by  a  unanimous 
vote.  We  all  recognize  that  it  is  not  as 
much  as  we  want,  but  it  is  a  compro¬ 
mise  and  my  good  friend  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  for  just  a 
word? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I  did  everything  in 
my  power  to  get  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  approve  more  money  for 
urban  roads,  did  I  not?  The  gentleman 
said  that  there  was  no  way  to  do  it  ex¬ 
cept  by  changing  the  formula.  I  tried 
to  prevail  upon  the  gentleman  to  change 
the  formula  for  the  interstate  roads,  but 
in  what  the  gentleman  has  done  he  has 
hurt  the  other  category,  the  primary 
system  of  highways.  I  did  every  thing  in 
my  power  to  get  additional  money  for 
these  roads,  because  the  amount  of 
money  was  inadequate.  I  asked  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  if  we  would 
have  a  chance  to  get  some  additional 
money  for  1955  and  he  said,  “No.”  If  we 
can  for  1955,  we  should;  if  not,  for  1956 
or  1957;  just  so  the  money  is  available. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Money  is  provided 
in  this  bill  for  1956  and  1957.  The  ques¬ 
tion  of  money  for  1954  and  1955  has 
already  been  disposed  of  and  the  money 
allocated  to  the  States.  The  amend¬ 
ment  would  increase  the  total  another 
$100  million. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  In  January  1953, 
when  we  convened  I  introduced  a  bill 
providing  for  $200  million  for  interstate 
roads.  The  gentleman  put  in  a  bill  for 
$250  million.  I  went  along  with  him. 
I  did  not  want  my  bill,  I  wanted  his. 
But  he  did  not  do  anything  about  it, 
and  he  is  not  doing  anything  about  it 
now,  except  what  is  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  may  be  true, 
but  we  have  done  this,  we  have  added 
to  the  bill  before  the  House  now  $225 
million  more  than  any  previous  bill. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  think  we  have  gone 
a  long  way  in  increasing  the  amount  of 
the  authorization. 


Mr.  DEMPSEY.  We  have  done  that 
because  of  the  terrific  increase  in  the 
gasoline  tax  we  are  collecting. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  But  this  bill  takes 
nearly  all  the  gasoline  tax;  we  are  with¬ 
in  $31  million  of  it. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  The  gentleman’s  fig¬ 
ures  are  in  error. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  doubt  'it  very  much. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Those  are  not  the 
figures  the  gentleman  has  been  using. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
that  the  House  vote  down  this  amend¬ 
ment,  because  if  it  is  approved  we  would 
be  providing  far  in  excess  of  what  the 
present  program  for  roads  contains. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  I  just  want  to  make 
an  observation:  There  is  about  $100  mil¬ 
lion  involved  in  the  difference  between 
the  highway  users’  gasoline  tax  and  oth¬ 
er  forms  of  tax  paid  in  under  this  legis¬ 
lation.  Now  if  we  do  get  to  a  point  where 
they  are  charging  us  with  linkage,  then 
I  think  that  we  would  have  plenty  of  op¬ 
portunity  for  our  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  Capitol  to  bring  in  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  that  part  out.  I  think  we 
are  on  dangerous  ground  in  endeavoring 
to  absorb  all  this  money  that  comes  in 
from  both  the  users’  tax  and  nonusers’ 
t&X 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  We  are  appro¬ 
priating  money  for  the  years  1956  and 
1957.  Is  it  not  true  that  by  that  time  we 
will  have  about  $1,200,000,000  in  the  tax? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  At  the  rate  of  in¬ 
crease  of  5  percent  a  year. 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  Then  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  we  would  be  using 
up  only  about  $900  million  out  of 
$1,200,000,000. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  may  be  true. 

I  ask  for  a  vote,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Mexico. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dempsey) 
there  were — ayes  17,  noes  59. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jones  of  Mis¬ 
souri:  Page  9,  line  15,  strike  out  all  of  section 
9  on  pages  9  and  10  and  insert  a  new  section 
to  be  known  as  section  9  and  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  9.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  act  shall  be  used  to  defray 
any  part  of  the  cost  of  relocating,  recon¬ 
structing,  or  improving  any  public  utility 
service.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  offering  this  amendment  not 
because  I  have  any  desire  to  change  any¬ 
thing  that  is  being  done  under  the  presr 
ent  law,  but  I  am  fearful  of  the  effect  of 
section  9. 

I  was  rather  amazed  when  the  author 
of  this  bill  told  me  upon  interrogation 
that  there  was  support  in  that  commit¬ 
tee  advocating  a  policy  of  using  a  part 
of  the  tax  money  to  reimburse  or  to  help 
pay  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  or 


relocation  or  reconstruction  or  improve¬ 
ment  of  public  utilities.  I  think  that  in 
this  bill  unless  we  take  out  section  9,  you 
are  beginning  to  establish  a  policy  of 
paying  a  part  of  the  expenses  which 
should  be  borne  by  the  public  utilities 
and  which  no  one  ever  dreamed  would 
come  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  payers  of 
gasoline  taxes  to  help  relocate  gas  lines, 
electric  lines,  telephone  lines,  and  what 
have  you.  Already  the  various  States 
are  giving  free  rights-of-way  to  these 
utilities,  permitting  them  to  tear  up 
along  the  sides  of  the  highways,  the 
shoulders,  if  you  please,  interrupting 
traffic  and  causing  great  inconvenience 
to  the  traveling  public.  We  are  already 
doing  that. 

Here  someone  is  proposing  through 
this  study  to  do  something  else,  and  I 
think  we  might  as  well  face  the  situation. 
We  all  realize  that  under  this  adminis¬ 
tration  no  one  will  deny  it  is  anything 
but  favorable  to  the  public  utilities.  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce  could  very  well 
next  time  bring  in  a  report  and  a  recom¬ 
mendation  that  we  allocate  a  certain 
percentage  of  these  funds  to  pay  the 
public  utilities  for  a  part  of  the  work 
which  they  should  do  themselves.  I  say 
that  already  we  are  giving  the  utilities 
enough  when  we  grant  them  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  using  the  right-of-way  and  when 
we  subject  ourselves  to  the  inconvenience 
caused  thereby. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
my  amendment  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Under  existing  law 
the  utilities  that  are  occupying  their 
own  rights-of-way  can  be  reimbursed  50 
percent  under  Federal  aid.  The  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  will  fix  it  so  that  no 
money  whatever  can  be  paid  to  the  utili¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  No.  If  they 
are  occupying  their  own  rights-of-way, 
yes,  but  practically  all  of  this  right-of- 
way  is  along  State  highways.  It  is  not 
owned  by  the  utility.  They  pay  noth¬ 
ing  for  the  use  of  it,  they  pay  no  rental 
or  lease,  they  get  it  absolutely  free,  and 
I  am  not  in  favor  of  taking  gasoline  tax 
money  to  reimburse  utilities  for  doing 
something  they  should  be  doing  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  the  view  of 
the  majority  of  this  committee,  but  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  would  change 
existing  law. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  No.  Under 
the  present  law  they  cannot  use  these 
funds  for  that  because  the  State  High¬ 
way  Department  does  not  include  it  as 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction.  They 
make  no  application  for  Federal  funds 
for  that  purpose.  They  are  not  paying 
it  now  and  I  do  not  want  them  to  pay 
it  in  the  future. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  It  is  considered  part 
of  the  highway  in  our  State  if  they  are 
occupying  their  own  right-of-way  and 
is  to  be  charged  against  construction. 
If  they  are  on  a  public  right-of-way  or 
on  a  highway  that  is  an  entirely  different 
matter. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  want  to  use  part  of  this 
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money  to  pay  a  public  utility  for  moving 
a  gas  line  or  a  cable  line  or  anything 
like  that,  does  he? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Not  according  to  the 
telegrams  I  have  been  getting  and  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  hearings.  I  conducted 
the  heax-ings  on  this  problem  and  they 
did  not  think  I  was  on  that  side. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  am  glad  the 
gentleman  is  on  my  side  and  if  that  is 
the  case  I  know  he  will  support  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Jones].  • 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  want  to  be  fair  with 
all  segments  of  our  economy,  whether  it 
is  the  labor  group,  the  farm  group,  the 
utility  group  or  whoever  it  might  be. 
The  committee  had  under  discussion  for 
many  days,  a  proposal  that  5  percent  of 
the  money  authorized  under  this  legisla¬ 
tion  be  used  for  the  relocation  of  utilities, 
both  private  and  public.  We  did  have  a 
lot  of  evidence  that  there  was  a  possible 
problem  relative  to  utility  relocations. 
Even  those  who  do  not  believe  in  the 
utility  program  recognized  that.  We 
were  informed  that  some  of  the  small 
utility  groups  were  made  completely 
bankrupt  by  the  relocation  of  highway 
systems.  We  decided  that  rather  than 
make  it  a  mandatory  provision  of  5  per¬ 
cent  we  would  authorize  a  study  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  other  parties  in  interest.  To  me  this 
is  nothing  more  than  fair. 

Next  year  you  can  vote  on  it,  whether 
you  think  it  is  right  or  whether  you  think 
it  is  wrong,  but  certainly  these  people 
are  entitled  to  their  term  in  court.  May 
I  say  to  my  distinguished  friend  that 
many  of  the  States  are  using  State 
moneys  for  doing  this  very  thing?  I 
concur  in  the  statement  of  my  colleague 
from  Kansas,  that  should  this  amend¬ 
ment  prevail  we  would  have  to  have  some 
corrective  amendments  relative  to  State 
laws. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to*  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  who  wrote  the  bill 
whether  this  provision  would  cover  the 
case  of  an  interstate  pipeline  company, 
for  instance,  transporting  petroleum  up 
here  to  Washington,  or  natural  gas. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  it  would, 
sir.  They  would  come  under  the  study, 
because  we  endeavored  to  make  it  broad. 
You  will  note  “State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  other  parties  in  interest,”  so 
that  they  can  report  back  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  I  think  it  is,  in  February  1955. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  gentle¬ 
man  will  admit,  though,  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  already  has  the  au¬ 
thority  to  make  this  study,  without 
directing  it,  and  without  providing  an 
opening  wedge  for  coming  in  for  this 


percentage  that  you  say  a  member  of 
the  committee  already  endorses. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  is  very  much  in 
question  whether  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  has  authority.  He  might  be  going 
beyond  his  line  of  authority  to  make  that 
investigation  and  have  the  right  and 
privilege  of  calling  in  other  interested 
parties.  I  am  taking  the  position  that 
I  think  they  are  entitled  to  a  study  being 
made. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
This  study  would  include,  would  it  not, 
also  the  small  utility  districts  that  are 
entirely  membership  propositions;  non¬ 
profit?  For  example,  a  small  water  dis¬ 
trict  organization  may  be  adjacent  to 
a  large  city  but  not  a  part  of  the  city 
water  system. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
distinguished  colleague,  and  I  do  appre¬ 
ciate  his  interest,  those  are  the  very  ones 
that  caused  some  of  the  members  of  our 
committee  to  agree  even  to  a  study. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
gentleman,  and  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  rejected  and  the  study  be 
made,  because  I  feel  in  that  particular 
field  there  is  certainly  a  case  for  a  very 
real  study  to  be  made  as  it  might  affect 
the  small  utility  districts. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  some  real  au¬ 
thorities  have  spoken  on  this  subject, 
like  the  Chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  hate  to  add  any  remarks  here,  but  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  and 
would  like  to  explain  the  situation  with 
which  my  home  town  community  is 
faced.  My  home  town,  the  growing  city 
of  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  owns  many  of  the 
things  which  ordinarily  are  owned  by 
private  industry.  Jacksonville  owns  its 
own  public  utilities  and  was  faced  very 
recently  with  a  situation  which  shows  up 
the  inequity  of  the  present  legislation, 
because  when  a  Federal  highway  was 
built  through  the  center  of  the  city  of 
Jacksonville  they  paid  the  railroads  for 
the  small  disturbance  they  made  for 
them,  but  they  entirely  overlooked  the 
municipal  public  utilities  whose  dam¬ 
ages  ran  into  millions  of  dollars.  Now, 
so  I  am  advised,  the  city  of  Jacksonville, 
if  they  had  been  placing  this  Federal 
highway,  would  not  have  placed  it  where 
it  was  placed.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
State  authority  and  the  Federal  au¬ 
thorities  got  together  on  a  location  which 
suited  them  just  fine  but  it  did  not  suit 
the  city  of  Jacksonville  at  all,  because 
this  particular  location  cost  the  city  a 
great  deal  of  money  in  requiring  the  re¬ 
location  of  its  utilities.  If  this  location 
had  been  moved  just  a  block  to  the  right 
or  to  the  left,  it  would  not  have  cost 
nearly  that  much  money.  Should  the 
Federal  and  the  State  governments  be 
allowed  to  come  into  a  city  like  Jack¬ 
sonville  and  tell  its  public  utility  that  it 
has  to  pay  out  $2  million  for  improving 


this  road  which  this  city  would  have  pre¬ 
ferred  to  be  located  elsewhere?  That 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  a  proper  and 
just  procedure. 

The  approach  to  this  problem  which 
we  of  the  Jacksonville  area  are  advocat¬ 
ing  is  embodied  in  H.  R.  7897  which  I  in¬ 
troduced  recently  in  the  House.  The 
first  section  of  H.  R.  7897  redefines  “con¬ 
struction”  as  used  in  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  to  include  “relo¬ 
cation  and  readjustment  of  utility  fa¬ 
cilities  necessitated  by  the  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  the  highway.”  Sec¬ 
tion  2  of  my  bill  would  put  nonrailway 
utilities  on  an  equal  basis  with  railroad 
facilities,  with  the  same  limitation  as  to 
Federal  funds  which  may  be  used  for 
readjusting  and  relocating  nonrailway 
utility  facilities.  Section  5  (b)  of  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  pro¬ 
vides  a  formula  where  railroads  reim¬ 
burse  the  United  States  for  a  small 
amount  when  it  has  been  established  that 
the  railroad  has  received  a  net  benefit 
from  the  project.  However,  there  can  be 
no  net  benefit  to  nonrailway  utility  facil¬ 
ities,  so  this  proposed  draft  leaves  the 
present  provisions  of  law  applicable  to 
railway  facilities  exactly  as  they  are,  and 
adds  the  new  provisos  applicable  alone  to 
nonrailway  utility  facilities. 

Section  2  of  my  bill  makes  the  bill 
applicable  only  to  Federal  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  the 
States.  This  excludes  any  application 
of  the  proposed  statute  to  Federal  funds 
already  expended. 

Interest  in  this  problem  is  shown  by 
this  committee  including  section  9  of  the 
bill  now  before  the  House. 

I  believe  the  committee’s  study  of  this 
problem  over  the  last  3  years  and  the 
study  now  underway  by  the  committee 
give  sufficient  foundation  for  concrete 
action  along  the  lines  of  H.  R.  7897. 

The  problem  in  Jacksonville  arising 
out  of  the  construction  of  the  Jackson¬ 
ville  Expressway  is  an  illustration  of  the 
need  for  this  legislation.  The  express¬ 
way  is  part  of  the  Federal-aid  system 
and  as  such  has  been  recognized  as  a 
project  built  to  defend  our  country  and 
to  facilitate  interstate  commerce.  City 
officials  tell  me  that  the  project  was  well 
underway  before  they  were  advised  that 
these  facilities  would  have  to  be  moved, 
and  that  the  city  would  have  to  bear 
the  expense  of  relocation.  This  is  an 
expense  of  one  and  a  half  to  two  million 
dollars.  This  thrusts  upon  the  city  the 
necessity  of  raising  this  money  either 
by  taxes  or  by  increased  utility  rates. 
Both  alternatives  present  complicated 
and  difficult  problems. 

Briefly,  there  are  several  reasons  why 
these  expenses  should  be  considered  a 
part  of  the  construction.  First,  the  cost 
of  alterations  to  railroads  is  already 
recognized  as  a  legitimate  part  of  the 
highway  construction  costs.  There  is  no 
logical  or  ethical  reason  why  such  dis¬ 
crimination  between  railroad  and  non¬ 
railroad  utilities  should  be  allowed  to 
continue. 

Second,  the  law  as  it  now  stands  cre¬ 
ates  an  inequity  because  in  some  States 
this  Federal  benefit  is  available  and  in 
others  it  is  not.  Whatever  a  State  wants 
to  do  with  its  own  highway  system  should 
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be  left  up  to  the  State  involved,  but  a 
Federal  benefit  should  not  be  withheld 
from  a  local  utility  on  the  basis  of  a 
State’s  highway  policies. 

Third,  to  allow  the  present  condition 
to  continue  places  a  double  burden  on 
residents  of  the  localities  involved  by 
requiring  Federal  taxation  for  support 
of  the  Federal  highway  system  and  also 
requiring  increased  local  taxes  or  utility 
rates  to  pay  for  the  Federal  function  of 
moving  the  utilities  for  the  Federal 
highway. 

At  this  point  I  include  the  provisions 
of  H.  R.  7897: 

H.  R.  7897 

A  bill  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  the 
construction  of  Federal-aid  highways  to 
provide  for  equality  of  treatment  of  rail¬ 
roads  and  other  public  utilities  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction 
of  such  highways  by  defining  the  term 
“construction”  to  include  relocation  and 
readjustment  of  utility  facilities  necessi¬ 
tated  by  the  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  such  highways  and  by  prescribing 
the  extent  to  which  Federal  funds  may 
be  used  for  the  relocation  and  readjust¬ 
ment  of  such  utility  facilities 
Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  definition  of 
the  term  “construction”  contained  in  the 
first  section  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  su¬ 
pervising,  inspecting,  actual  building,  and  all 
expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  a  highway,  including  lo¬ 
cating,  surveying,  and  mapping,  costs  of 
rights-of-way,  relocation  and  readjustment 
of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction  of  the  highway, 
and  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-grade 
crossings.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  5  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  entire  cost  of  reloca¬ 
tion  and  readjustment  of  nonrailway  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  any  highway  with  funds 
made  available  under  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  act  also  may  be  paid  from  Fed¬ 
eral  funds,  except  that  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  right-of-way  and  property 
damage  costs,  paid  from  public  funds,  on 
any  such  project,  may  be  paid  from  Federal 
funds:  Provided  further,  That  not  more  than 
10  percent  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  any 
State  under  the  terms  of  this  act  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  used  for  the  relocation 
and  readjustment  of  such  nonrailway  utility 
facilities,  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  and  the  provisions  of 
this  section.” 

Sec.  3.  The  foregoing  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  be  applicable  with  respect  to  all  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  appor¬ 
tioned  to  each  State  for  Federal-aid  highway 
projects. 

At  this  point  I  include  a  statement  by 
Mayon  Haydon  Burns,  of  Jacksonville, 
in  which  he  was  joined  by  William  Mad¬ 
ison,  city  attorney  for  Jacksonville,  both 
very  able  city  officials: 

The  Ever-Expanding  Program  or  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Construction  Makes  Re¬ 
imbursement  op  Costs  of  Readjusting 
Utility  Facilities  Imperative 

A  serious  problem  confronts  utilities, 
with  the  exception  of  the  railroads,  whether 
they  be  public  or  private,  In  connection  with 
the  readjustment  of  their  facilities  attend¬ 
ant  upon  the  construction  and  improvement 


of  highways  and  railroad  grade  crossings 
where  related  to  the  improvement  of  the 
system  of  Federal-aid  roads.  The  ac¬ 
celeration  of  public  road  construction  under 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program  to  meet 
the  needs  of  interstate  commerce  and  the 
national  defense  has  made  the  problem  one 
of  urgent  moment.  These  roads,  containing 
double  lanes,  overpasses,  underpasses,  and 
cloverleafs  require  greater  widths  for 
rights-of-way  and  the  extensive  readjust¬ 
ment  of  utility  facilities  to  accommodate 
them  has  imposed  a  cost  burden  that  greatly 
overshadows  that  necessary  to  meet  local 
road  requirements.  Such  an  imposition  on 
nonrailroad  utilities  of  relocation  costs 
necessarily  incurred  under  the  Federal-aid 
program  is  unfair,  burdensome,  and  inequi¬ 
table  to  the  users  of  utility  services  who,  in 
the  long  run,  will  be  forced  to  bear  these 
costs. 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  ARE  AUTHORIZED  FOR  PAYMENT 

TO  THE  RAILROADS  OF  READJUSTMENT  COSTS 

BUT  ARE  DENIED,  UNDER  THE  GENERAL  PRAC¬ 
TICE,  TO  ALL  OTHER  UTILITIES 

The  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838;  U.  S.  Code  Cong.  Service,  1944,  p. 
840)  makes  no  specific  provision  for  payment 
from  Federal  funds  of  any  portion  of  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  relocating  or  readjusting  the  facil¬ 
ities  of  utilities  which  are  located  within 
highway  rights-of-way  and  which  must  nec¬ 
essarily  move  to  accommodate  Federal-aid 
highway  projects. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  authorizes  payment  from  Federal 
funds  of  costs  in  relocating  facilities  of  rail¬ 
roads  which  are  located  within  the  highway 
right-of-way  and  which  are  included  in  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  grade  crossing  projects.  The  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Bureau  of  Roads  relieve  the 
railroads  of  making  any  contribution  toward 
the  elimination  of  railway-highway  grade 
crossings  in  connection  with  Federal-aid 
projects,  even  where  applicable  State  laws 
impose  a  duty  on  the  railroads  to  bear  a 
substantial  part  of  the  cost  of  eliminating 
such  hazards  at  grade  crossings. 

Furthermore,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
has  consistently  refused  reimbursement  to 
nonrailroad  utilities  except  where  State  au¬ 
thorities  determine  that  nonrailroad  utilities 
are  relieved  of  this  obligation  under  State 
laws. 

This  ruling  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
has  prevailed  even  where  the  relocation  of 
non-railroad-utility  facilities  was  necessi¬ 
tated  because  of  railway  grade  crossing  elim¬ 
ination  projects. 

WHAT  HAS  BEEN  DONE  THROUGH  CONGRESSIONAL 

ACTIVITY  TO  RELIEVE  THE  INEQUITABLE  BURDEN 

PRESENTLY  IMPOSED  ON  NONRAILROAD  UTILI¬ 
TIES? 

At  the  first  session  of  the  present  Congress, 
the  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee  held  extensive  hear¬ 
ings  under  the  authority  of  a  resolution  au¬ 
thorizing  it  to  make  a  comprehensive  study 
and  review  of  the  highway  problem.  On  July 
8,  1953,  upon  invitation  of  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  numerous  representatives  and  spokes¬ 
men  for  public  and  privately  owned  utilities 
and  cooperatives  appeared  before  the  sub¬ 
committee  urging  the  enactment  of  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  relieve  utility  users  of  the 
inequitable  burden  attendant  upon  reloca¬ 
tion  costs.  Heading  the  list  of  those  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  subcommittee  was  the 
representative  of  the  National  Association  of 
Railroad  and  Utilities  Commissioners  which 
is  an  organization  composed  of  Federal  and 
State  bodies  which  regulate  utility  activities 
and  operations. 

Among  those  appearing  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Roads  on  this  occasion  were 
the  representatives  of  the  following  organ¬ 
izations: 

National  Association  of  Railroad  &  Utili¬ 
ties  Commissioners. 

Bell  System  Telephone  Companies. 
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National  Institute  of  Municipal  Law  Of¬ 
ficers. 

American  Transit  Association. 

United  States  Independent  Telephone  As¬ 
sociation. 

American  Water  Works  Association. 

Western  Union  Telegraph  Co. 

Tennessee  Valley  Public  Power  Association. 

American  Public  Power  Association. 

Kansas  City  Power  &  Electric  Co. 

City  of  Nashville  Public  Works  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Michigan  Consolidated  Gas  Co. 

American  Gas  Association  (Syracuse  Sub¬ 
urban  Gas  Co.,  Inc.) . 

Consolidated  Gas,  Electric  Light  &  Power 
Co.  of  Baltimore. 

National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

Cleveland  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 

Cincinnati  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 

Dayton  Power  &  Light  Co. 

Marietta  Electric  Co. 

Ohio  Edison  Co. 

Toledo  Edison  Co. 

Columbus  &  Southern  Ohio  Electric  Co. 

There  is  now  pending  before  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  Senate  a  bill  intro¬ 
duced  by  Senator  Johnson  of  Colorado  (S. 
1108),  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  authorize 
reimbursement  to  nonrailroad  utilities,  of 
relocation  costs  incurred  in  connection  with 
Federal-aid  highway  projects.  This  measure 
is  similar  to  bills  introduced  in  the  82d  Con¬ 
gress  by  Senator  McKellar  and  Representa¬ 
tive  Davis,  both  of  Tennessee.  No  action  was 
taken  on  S.  1108  by  the  committee  during  the 
1st  session  of  the  83d  Congress. 

ARGUMENTS  ADVANCED  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMIT¬ 
TEE  ON  ROADS  BY  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  AF¬ 
FECTED  UTILITY  GROUPS 

I 

The  added  costs  and  expenses  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  the  relocation  of  utility  facilities  to 
accommodate  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
constitutes  a  burden  which  must,  in  the  final 
analysis,  be  borne  by  the  subscriber,  since 
the  expense  of  furnishing  utility  services  can 
only  be  realized  through  rates  charged  to 
and  collected  from  subscribers  of  utility 
services. 

The  former  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads, 
Hon.  Thomas  H.  MacDonald,  in  supporting 
the  law  authorizing  reimbursement  from 
Federal  funds  to  railroads,  stated,  in  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  in  1944:  “If  funds  were  contributed 
by  the  railroads  they  would  have  to  come 
from  their  earnings;  that  is,  they  would  have 
to  be  gathered  from  the  public.”  (Hearings 
before  Committee  on  Roads,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  H.  R.  2426, 
vol.  2,  p.  968.) 

It  is  strongly  urged  that  the  same  reason¬ 
ing  applies  with  equal  force  to  users  of  non¬ 
railroad  utility  services. 

rt 

Utilities  use  the  highway  rights-of-way 
through  grants  of  franchise  rights  by  State 
and  local  governments.  These  grants  were 
not  made  just  to  favor  the  utilities  but  that 
the  public  welfare  might  be  enhanced 
through  the  development  and  extension  of 
utility  services  throughout  the  several 
States.  The  use  of  the  highways  for  utility 
purposes  is  a  proper  public  purpose  and  func¬ 
tion  and  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Utility  development  would  be  retarded 
greatly  and  rates  would  be  prohibitive  for 
many  citizens  if  utilities  were  forced  to  ac¬ 
quire  private  rights-of-way  for  a  function 
essentially  public  in  nature. 

m 

The  use  of  Federal  funds  for  Federal-aid 
highway  purposes  is  primarily  justified  on 
the  theory  that  these  highways  are  con¬ 
structed  in  the  interest  of  national  defense 
and  interstate  commerce  for  the  general  wel¬ 
fare.  Taxes  levied  on  the  general  public 
provide  the  funds  thus  expended.  The  non- 
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railroad  utility  subscriber,  as  a  member  of 
the  general  public  pays  his  fair  share  of  all 
Federal  taxes,  but  must  also  pay,  through 
rates  charged  for  services,  all  costs  and  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  for  the  relocation  of  the 
utilities  facilities.  Thus  the  nonrailroad 
utility  user  makes  a  double  contribution  to 
the  cost  of  Federal-aid  highway  construc¬ 
tion — once  in  taxes  and  again  in  rates.  He 
is  thereby  doubly  taxed.  Such  a  discrimi¬ 
nation  between  classes  of  taxpayers  is  com¬ 
pletely  unjustified  and  discriminatory. 

IV 

The  relocation  of  nonrailroad  utility  fa¬ 
cilities  is  necessitated  only  because  of  the 
construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  Federal- 
aid  highway  or  railroad  grade  crossing  in  or¬ 
der  to  meet  needs  of  the  general  traveling 
public.  Utility  subscribers  receive  no  greater 
benefits  from  Federal-aid  highway  construc¬ 
tion  than  any  other  user  of  the  highway;  no 
improvement  in  service  results.  Hence,  re¬ 
location  costs  should  be  treated  as  a  part  of 
construction  costs  of  the  highway  just  as  any 
other  cost.  For  many  years  Congress  has 
given  recognition  to  this  principle  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  relocating  of  railroad  fa¬ 
cilities.  A  different  treatment  for  nonrail¬ 
road  utilities  is  wholly  unjustified. 

v 

There  can  be  no  argument  against  reim¬ 
bursement  of  railroads  for  relocation  costs 
in  connection  with  Federal-aid  highway  proj¬ 
ects.  But  thus  relieving  one  utility,  the 
railroads,  of  a  burden  left  to  be  borne  by 
other  utilities  is  beyond  defense  on  any 
sound  basis.  This  unfair  and  inequitable 
discrimination  is  compounded  when  we  con¬ 
sider  that  the  railroad  facilities  create  a 
hazard  to  the  traveling  public,  but  the  fa¬ 
cilities  of  other  utilities  are  quite  harm¬ 
less  from  the  standpoint  of  public  safety. 

It  has  been  said  that  railroads  should  be 
reimbursed  because  their  facilities  are  situ¬ 
ated  within  private  rights-of-way.  If  this 
were  uniformly  true  the  railroads  would  not 
need  the  benefit  of  Federal  legislation  since 
their  rights  would  be  protected  under  the 
eminent  domain  laws.  Actually,  whether 
the  railroad  facilities  are  on  public  or  pri¬ 
vate  right-of-way  at  the  site  of  the  high¬ 
way-railway  grade  crossing  is  immaterial. 
The  point  is  that  virtually  all  States  im¬ 
pose  on  railroads  an  obligation  to  bear  all 
or  a  substantial  part  of  the  cost  of  relocat¬ 
ing  their  facilities  at  railroad-grade  cross¬ 
ings  irrespective  of  whether  the  railroad  is 
on  public  or  private  right-of-way.  The 
theory  of  these  statutes  is  that  the  railroad 
creates  the  hazard  to  the  public  required  to 
be  eliminated,  which  justifies  the  imposition 
of  these  special  burdens  on  them.  Yet,  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  expressly  relieves 
the  railroads  of  that  liability  and  provides 
reimbursement  to  the  railroads  for  any  relo¬ 
cation  costs  incurred  by  them  in  connection 
with  Federal-aid  projects.  These  circum¬ 
stances  further  illustrate  the  justification 
for  authorizing  reimbursement  to  nonrail¬ 
road  utilities  of  the  relocation  costs  incurred 
by  them  in  connection  with  Federal-aid 
projects. 

VI 

As  a  result  of  the  expansion  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  system,  the  problem  of 
relocation  cost  is  becoming  serious  to  non¬ 
railroad  utilities.  Roads  geared  to  the  needs 
of  the  national  defense  and  interstate  com¬ 
merce  replace  local  and  State  roads.  The 
new  and  elaborate  highways  require  greatly 
widened  rights-of-way.  The  extensive  relo¬ 
cation  of  utility  lines,  required  by  these 
superhighways,  imposes  on  subscribers  to 
utility  services  a  substantial  cost  far  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  that  required  to  accommodate  roads 
of  a  character  suitable  for  local  needs  only. 

vn 

In  recent  years  many  States  have  passed 
statutes  providing  for  the  construction  of 
freeways  or  turnpikes.  These  freeways  or 


turnpikes  are  similar  in  size  and  character 
to  Federal -aid  highways.  The  State  legis¬ 
latures  which  have  enacted  such  legislation 
have  recognized  that  public  utilities  should 
be  fully  reimbursed  for  relocation  costs  made 
necessary  by  the  construction  of  such  free¬ 
ways  or  turnpikes.  The  following  States 
have  acted  in  such  a  manner:  Florida  (1953) , 
Georgia  (1952) ,  Kansas  (1950),  Kentucky 
(1953),  Michigan  (1953),  New  Jersey  (1948), 
New  York  (1946),  North  Carolina  (1951), 
Ohio  (1949),  Oklahoma  (1953),  Texas  (1953), 
and  Virginia  (1952). 

Hence,  it  may  be  observed  that  recognition 
is  being  accorded  to  the  changing  character 
of  modern  roadways  as  they  affect  the  use 
and  placement  of  utility  facilities. 

So  many  inquiries  have  been  made  by 
members  of  congressional  committees,  and 
properly  so,  regarding  the  costs  involved  in 
relocating  nonrailroad  utility  facilities  that 
for  the  purpose  of  developing  information  on 
the  subject  the  National  Association  of  Rail¬ 
road  and  Utilities  Commissioners  suggested 
that  a  study  be  made  to  determine  such  costs. 
Twelve  representative  States  were  selected 
and  certain  information  was  obtained  by 
committees  composed  of  representatives  from 
the  various  utilities  both  publicly  and  pri¬ 
vately  owned. 

The  study  encompassed  all  Federal-aid 
highway  projects  completed  in  a  recent  12- 
month  period  as  well  as  the  cost  borne  by 
each  utility  as  a  result  of  relocating  facili¬ 
ties  to  accommodate  each  Federal-aid  proj¬ 
ect  excluding  any  cost  resulting  from  im¬ 
provement  or  betterment  of  the  particular 
facilities.  ' 

This  study  reveals  that  the  cost  to  all  non¬ 
railroad  utilities  of  relocating  facilities  to 
accommodate  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
was  2.34  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  such 
projects.  While  these  costs  pose  serious 
problems  for  individual  utilities,  and  their 
subscribers,  they  constitute  a  very  small  part, 
indeed,  of  the  total  cost  of  constructing  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways. 

Some  suggestion  was  made  during  the 
course  of  the  hearings  in  July  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads  that  the  exercise  of 
greater  care  by  highway  authorities  in  the 
selection  of  routes  would  reduce  the  expense 
of  relocation  of  nonrailway  utility  facilities 
below  the  figure  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
paragraph.  Nothing  could  greater  encourage 
such  a  result  than  the  enactment  of  legisla¬ 
tion  authorizing  reimbursement  to  the  non¬ 
railroad  utilities  of  their  relocation  costs. 

It  has  been  contended  that  this  cost  added 
to  the  annual  cost  of  the  Federal-aid  program 
would  reduce  the  miles  of  roads  which  could 
be  constructed.  This  argument  overlooks 
every  equitable  principle  involved  in  the 
matter.  With  equal  force  and  justification 
it  could  be  argued  that  private  property 
owners  should  not  be  compensated  from  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  because  this  likewise  would  re¬ 
duce  the  funds  which  ,would  otherwise  be 
available  for  highway  construction  purposes. 
It  is  difficult  to  comprehend  how  such  an 
argument  could  justify  the  unfair  burden 
presently  imposed  on  the  subscribers  of  non¬ 
railroad  utility  services  who  are  forced  to 
make  a  double  contribution  toward  the  cost 
of  construction  of  Federal-aid  highways, 
whereas  they  receive  no  benefits  in  excess  of 
those  received  by  the  members  of  the  public 
who  only  contributed  once. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  by  saying  I 
certainly  hope  that  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Jones]  will  be  defeated,  because  this 
study  is  very  greatly  needed.  I  per¬ 
sonally  feel  that  much  more  than  this 
should  be  done.  I  think  the  testimony 
before  the  committee  shows  that  public 
utilities  certainly  need  assistance  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Complaint  was  made 
before  the  committee  that  the  engineers 
had  put  in  a  subterranean  bypass  where 
they  might  have  relocated  it  somewhere 
else  and  put  in  an  overpass.  The  plan 
of  putting  in  the  subterranean  bypass 
disturbed  all  the  utilities  and  caused  a 
great  amount  of  expense  to  the  utility 
owners.  If  such  a  bill  were  passed  it 
might  result  in  the  engineers  being  a 
little  more  careful  how  many  utility 
lines  they  disturbed. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rogers  of  Colo¬ 
rado:  On  page  4,  line  18,  after  “following 
manner”,  strike  out  the  remainder  of  line 
18  and  all  down  to  and  including  the  word 
“system”  in  line  24  and  insert  the  following: 
“In  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for 
apportionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system:  Provided,  That  no  State 
shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1 
percent  of  the  money  so  apportioned.” 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  my  amendment  is  merely  to  rein¬ 
state  what  I  consider  a  successful  opera¬ 
tion  under  the  apportionment  of  money 
under  the  present  law.  It  is  conceded 
that  this  change  in  apportionment  is 
based  one-half  upon  the  population  of 
the  State  and  the  other  half  upon  the 
amount  of  roads  in  the  respective  States. 
My  amendment,  instead  of  taking  one- 
half  on  the  population  and  one-half  on 
roads,  would  make  it  conform  to  the 
present  law,  where  you  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  the  three  separate  factors,  the 
area,  the  roads,  and  the  population. 

I  believe  the  Committee  should  con¬ 
sider  that,  this  being  a  national  defense 
highway,  and  that  is  what  I  understand 
the  object  and  purpose  of  it  is,  a  road  in  a 
sparsely  settled  part  of  the  country  is 
as  essential  as  in  other  sections  of  the 
country.  The  best  way  I  can  illustrate 
it  is  that  when  the  attack  on  Pearl  Har¬ 
bor  occurred  in  1941,  when  the  roads 
were  not  able  to  carry  much  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  equipment,  the  railroads  out  my 
way  were  loaded  day  after  day  and  day 
after  day  with  a  full  right-of-way  of 
military  equipment  going  to  the  west 
coast. 

If  the  object  and  purpose  of  this  legis¬ 
lation,  and  that  is  what  they  told  me  in 
the  Committee  here  a  moment  ago,  is  to 
provide  national  defense  highways,  then 
why  cannot  we  make  it  on  a  formula 
that  will  assure  us  that  we  will  have  an 
adequate  highway  defense  system? 

May  I  point  out  to  this  Committee 
that  in  my  State  of  Colorado,  where  you 
have  the  Continental  Divide  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  down  to  New  Mexico  you  have  a 
large  range  of  mountains.  We  have  661 
miles  in  the  State  of  Colorado.  If  you 
are  going  to  have  a  national  defense 
highway,  you  are  going  to  have  to  have 
some  money  to  take  care  of  those  moun¬ 
tains  and  those  problems. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  purpose  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  would  be  to 
take  the  $200  million  interstate  which 
we  provide  additionally  in  this  bill  and 
have  it  come  under  the  existing  formula 
as  it  stands  now  under  the  old  law? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  That  is 

right.  ,  , 

Mr.  DONDERO.  One-third,  one- 
third,  and  one-third? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  That  is 
right,  because  I  think  that  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  this  legislation  since  it  was  first 
enacted  has  proven  that  to  be  equitable 
and  fair. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  would  in  no 
way  recognize  the  populated  sections  of 
the  country  like  the  large  cities  where 
40  percent  of  the  traffic  originates. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Except 
that  you  have  changed  the  formula  here 
where  the  Federal  Government  contrib¬ 
utes  60  percent  of  the  funds  without  the 
50-50  basis,  as  I  understand  it,  and  now 
it  is  a  60—40  proposition.  You  have 
made  available,  as  I  believe  you  pointed 
out  a  moment  ago  in  this  bill,  approxi¬ 
mately  $250  million  more  than  at  any 
other  particular  time  to  help  take  care 
of  that  situation.  Now  if  you  found  the 
necessity  of  getting  additional  funds,  as 
we  are  in  this  legislation,  why  do  you 
want  to  change  the  formula  which 
everybody  has  felt  is  satisfactory?  That 
is  the  purpose  of  my  amendment,  and  I 
feel  it  would  supply  a  sufficient  sum  to 
the  populated  areas. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Of  course,  this  mat¬ 
ter  was  discussed  at  great  length  in  com¬ 
mittee,  and  I  admit  it  comes  to  the  floor 
as  a  matter  of  compromise.  We  divided 
the  money — $100  million  for  the  inter¬ 
state  system  and  $100  million  to  the 
urban  centers. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman.  I  know  he  has 
made  a  tremendous  study  of  this  prob¬ 
lem  and  has  come  up  with  the  formula 
that  we  have  in  this  bill.  I  merely  want 
to  point  out  that  with  the  wide  spaces 
and  with  the  tremendous  amount  of 
work  you  have  to  go  through  in  build¬ 
ing  these  roads  through  the  mountains, 
if  you  are  going  to  have  any  particular 
east-west  national  defense  highways, 
then  let  us  make  adequate  provisions  for 
them.  I  think  this  amendment  does  so. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  substitute  amendment  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Scherer  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado:  On  page  4,  line  18, 
strike  out  all  the  language  beginning  with 
the  word  "following”  down  to  and  including 
the  word  "system”  in  line  24  and  insert 
“ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State 
bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Fed¬ 
eral  census:  Provided,  That  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per- 
centum  of  the  sum  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
portioned  each  year  under  this  subsection.” 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment,  provides  that  the  $200  mil¬ 
lion  allocated  for  the  interstate  system 


be  distributed  on  a  population  basis.  I 
am  going  to  repeat  some  of  the  things  I 
said  during  the  debate  on  the  rule.  The 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials,  as  I  said  before,  recognizes  that 
one  of  the  most  serious  road  problems 
in  this  country  is  the  deplorable  condi¬ 
tion  of  the  interstate  system,  which  al¬ 
though  it  represents  only  1  percent  of 
the  total  road  mileage  in  this  country 
carries  20  percent  of  the  traffic.  These 
highway  officials  and  the  Department  of 
Defense  found  that  this  system  must  be 
improved  at  once  if  it  is  to  meet  the 
future  emergency  needs  and  the  present 
day  commercial  requirements  of  this 
country.  They  made  an  exhaustive  study 
to  determine  how  this  system  could  best 
be  improved.  They  came  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  interstate  system  must 
be  improved  uniformly  throughout  the 
country.  You  cannot  improve  it  in  Colo¬ 
rado  and  in  New  Jersey  and  let  it  de¬ 
teriorate  in  New  Mexico.  It  must  be  a 
uniform  improvement.  It  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  miles  or  area.  It  is  a  matter  of 
costs.  The  State  highway  officials  of  this 
country,  who  know  more  about  highway 
problem  than  anyone  else,  proceeded  to 
make  a  study  on  this  basis.  They  de¬ 
termined  the  total  cost  necessary  to  bring 
this  system  up  to  the  standards  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  the  defense  needs  of  this 
country  and  also  the  commercial  needs. 
They  went  further  in  this  study  and 
found  out  that  the  cost  of  doing  this  job 
in  eight  of  the  most  populated  States, 
is  51%  percent  of  the  total  cost,  while 
the  cost  in  the  remaining  40  States  is 
only  48  %  percent  of  the  total. 

The  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Rogers]  forgets  that  you  must  take  into 
consideration  costs;  that  in  the  indus¬ 
trial  areas  or  the  highly  populated  States 
the  average  cost  per  mile  of  construction 
of  these  interstate  highways  is  7  %  times 
the  cost  in  the  rural  areas.  As  I  said 
before  the  highway  officials  of  46  States, 
each  State  having  1  vote,  recommend  to 
this  Congress  that  we  distribute  all  of 
this  money  for  the  interstate  system  on  a 
population  basis. 

You  have  to  consider  that  there  is  an 
additional  $600  million  distributed  on  the 
old  formula  under  which  the  so-called 
rural  States  get  the  break.  They  get  a 
tremendous  break  on  the  distribution  of 
the  $600  million  otherwise  provided  for 
in  this  bill. 

Lastly,  if  we  do  what  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Rogers]  wants,  we 
are  going  to  have  this  result.  The  States 
where  it  costs  51%  percent  of  the  total 
cost  to  do  this  job  are  going  to  get  only 
32.4  percent  of  the  $200  milion.  The 
States  where  the  cost  is  only  48  %  percent 
of  the  total  cost  are  going  to  get  67.6  per¬ 
cent  of  the  $200  million.  If  we  are  going 
to  do  this  job  properly,  as  the  State 
highway  officials  recommend  and  as  the 
Defense  Department  says,  you  have  got 
to  distribute  the  $200  million  on  a  popu¬ 
lation  basis. 

(Mr.  SCHERER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  can  see  what  this 
committee  has  been  going  through  for 


several  months.  I  want  to  say  in  all 
sincerity  that  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Rogers]  made  an  excellent 
statement  in  behalf  of  the  rural  areas. 
The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer] 
made  an  excellent  statement  in  behalf 
of  the  urban  areas.  If  we  had  enough 
money  to  give  them  both  what  they  want, 
I  am  sure  the  chairman  would  have  more 
friends.  But  this  bill,  after  weeks  of 
discussion,  came  out,  as  I  have  said,  a 
compromise  right  down  the  middle;  that 
is,  $200  million  is  authorized,  $100  mil¬ 
lion  of  it  being  distributed  on  the  basis 
of  population,  as  desired  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer],  and  $100 
million  distributed  on  the  formula  of 
one-third,  one-third,  and  one-third,  as 
suggested  by  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  fairer  way  to 
do  it,  and  I  hope  that  this  committee 
will  agree  with  the  committee  that  has 
submitted  this  proposal  that  it  is  a  fair 
distribution,  because  we  recognize  the 
needs  of  both  and  we  cannot  give  either 
one  of  them  all  the  money  that  they 
might  wish. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  floor  leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  want  to  commend 
the  chairman  and  all  the  members  of 
the  committee  for  the  magnificent  job 
they  have  done  in  bringing  this  bill  be¬ 
fore  us.  I  think  it  is  highly  desirable 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  interests  of 
the  country. 

As  to  these  amendments,  what  the 
gentleman  has  said  is  obviously  correct. 
There  are  differences  of  opinion ;  but  the 
committee,  in  my  view,  has  done  a  good 
job  of  trying  to  work  out  a  fair  median 
balance.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
that  both  of  these  amendments  should 
be  voted  down. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  floor  leader.  I  might  say 
that  the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  would  probably  get  more  money  if 
we  were  to  base  the  distribution  on  pop¬ 
ulation,  but  I  am  trying  to  be  fair.  We 
are  distributing  it  one-half  on  the  basis 
of  population  and  one-half  on  the  basis 
of  the  old  formula — a  compromise  rec¬ 
ognizing  the  needs  and  problems  of  both 
rural  as  well  as  urban  areas. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  my  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Is  it  not  a  matter 
of  fact  that  it  was  thoroughly  discussed, 
that  those  gentlemen  from  the  populous 
States  could  have  taken  the  selfish  point 
of  view  and  insisted  upon  the  full  $200 
million  being  distributed  on  a  basis  of 
population?  But  in  order  to  compro¬ 
mise  the  matter  in  committee  and  bring 
the  bill  to  the  floor  we  yielded  in  our 
view. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement  is  equally  applicable 
to  the  members  of  the  committee  from 
rural  districts.  They,  too,  could  have 
been  selfish  and  asked  for  the  $200  mil¬ 
lion  on  the  basis  of  area,  but  we  agreed 
on  50  percent  and  that  is  what  this  leg¬ 
islation  provides. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  want  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  and  also  of  the  full 
committee  that  a  number  of  us  from  the 
smaller  States  supported  the  amendment 
in  the  subcommittee  and  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  We  are  united  in  opposing  both 
amendments  presented  here  and  hope 
the  committee  bill  will  be  voted  up. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  Will 
the  gentleman  tell  me  whether  his  com¬ 
mittee  took  any  testimony  bearing  upon 
the  question  of  grade-crossing  elimina¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  No.  We  discussed 
grade-crossing  eliminations  as  far  as 
railroads  and  toll  roads  were  concerned, 
but  we  made  no  change  in  the  existing 
law  relative  to  grade-crossing  elimina¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  That 
is  the  1952  act  provides  that  State  high¬ 
way  commissions  may  in  their  discretion 
use  some  of  these  funds  for  this  purpose, 
as  I  understand. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  And 
this  bill  does  not  change  that  in  any  way. 

Mr.  McGREGOR-  We  did  not  change 
it  in  any  way ;  and  I  think  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  agree  with  me. 

Mr.  OAKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  OAKMAN.  I  agree  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor], 
I  would  like  very  much  to  see  the  substi¬ 
tute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Scherer]  carried,  for  in  my  district 
we  are  building  a  hundred  miles  of  the 
interstate  system  at  a  cost  of  $8  million  a 
mile,  over  a  total  cost  of  $800  million. 
Out  in  the  open  country  that  is  equiva¬ 
lent  to  4,000  miles  of  road.  So  from  the 
standpoint  of  equity  I  should  have  to  go 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Scherer],  but  realizing  that  good 
legislation  is  usually  a  matter  of  com¬ 
promise  I  lend  my  voice  to  that  of  the 
chairman,  hoping  now  that  both  of 
these  amendments  will  be  defeated,  and 
that  the  committee  bill  will  be  approved. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 

I  want  to  reiterate  my  hope  that  the 
substitute  amendment  offered  by  my 
friend  from  Ohio  be  defeated,  as  well  as 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  friend 
from  Colorado  so  that  we  may  go  down 
the  line  and  be  equitable  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  the  funds  authorized  in  this 
legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  re¬ 
curs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Rogers], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Martin  of 
Iowa:  Page  5,  line  10,  change  the  colon  to  a 
period  and  strike  out  all  that  follows 
through  line  20. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  a  member  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  I  reluctantly  approved  the 
extension  of  the  2-cent-a-gallon  Federal 
gasoline-tax  rate  enacted  in  1951.  I  did 
this  only  because  I  was  convinced  that 
there  was  no  other  recourse.  The  ex¬ 
treme  revenue  needs  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  made  it  impossible  to  carry  out 
the  scheduled  reduction  in  this  tax. 

However,  I  certainly  cannot  condone 
the  clause  in  this  bill,  which  would  con¬ 
nect  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  with  the 
grants  for  the  interstate-highway  sys¬ 
tem. 

The  Federal  gasoline  tax  is  a  general- 
revenue  tax,  imposed  upon  all  uses  of 
gasoline.  It  never  has  been  in  any  way 
connected  with  highways  or  with  the  use 
of  the  highways. 

A  1-cent-per-gallon  tax  was  imposed 
in  1932  as  a  1-year  temporary  emergency 
measure  to  balance  the  budget.  It  has 
been  extended,  reenacted,  and  increased 
for  other  general-revenue  emergency 
purposes.  In  1940  the  tax  was  increased 
to  iy2  cents  a  gallon  to  raise  revenue 
for  the  national-defense  buildup.  In 
1951  the  rate  went  up  to  2  cents  as  part 
of  the  series  of  tax  increases  prompted 
by  the  Korean  war.  The  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  has  recommended 
that  this  2-cent  increase  be  continued  to 
meet  the  present  unavoidable  revenue 
needs  of  the  Federal  Government. 

It  may  be,  and  I  am  sure  we  all  hope 
it  will  be,  possible  to  reduce  this  tax  as 
general  revenue  needs  abate.  But  cer¬ 
tainly  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  either 
proper  or  wise  for  us  to  nail  this  tax  into 
the  Federal  highway-aid  program.  This 
is  my  last  year  on  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  It  is  the  prerogative 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  to 
recommend  tax  rates  to  Congress.  I  do 
not  see  how  the  committee  can  continue 
to  exercise  that  prerogative  if  other 
committees  attempt  to  link  certain  taxes 
with  certain  programs  and  specify  the 
rates. 

Regardless  of  what  the  situation  of 
the  country  might  be  or  the  desires  of 
Congress,  some  people  might  contend 
that  we  would  be  bound  by  the  terms  of 
this  bill  to  retain  the  Federal  gasoline 
tax  at  2  cents  per  gallon  at  least  until 
September  30,  1955,  and  that  the  alter¬ 
native  would  be  to  strip  the  Federal- aid 
program  of  grants  for  the  vital  inter¬ 
state  highway  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  tax  on 
gasoline  is  not  a  highway  tax  either  in 
intent  or  in  effect.  Gasoline  is  not 
strictly  a  fuel  for  highway  vehicles.  It 
is  used  in  aviation,  in  motorboats,  in  in¬ 
dustry,  in  tractors  and  other  farm 
machinery. 

Take  the  situation  in  my  State,  for 
example.  According  to  figures  of  the 
United  States  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
nearly  220  million  gallons  of  gasoline 
were  consumed  in  Iowa  for  nonhighway 


purposes  during  1952.  That  means  the 
Federal  gasoline  tax  costs  the  people  of 
my  State  more  than  $4  million  a  year  on 
motor  fuel  that  is  not  consumed  on  the 
highways  at  all.  Furthermore,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  reports  that  nearly  a  hundred  and 
ninety-nine  million  of  these  gasoline 
gallons  were  consumed  by  farmers  in 
agricultural  machinery  and  equipment 
used  off  the  highways. 

The  figures  will  vary  but  the  facts  will 
be  the  same  for  any  State  that  has  avia¬ 
tion,  boating,  factories,  or  farms. 

If  we  break  with  precedent  and  tradi¬ 
tion  by  linking  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
with  any  part  of  Federal  highway  aid, 
we  will  be  ignoring  the  true  nature  and 
uses  of  gasoline.  We  will  be  creating 
a  precedent  that  could  bring  increasing 
demands  upon  us  to  link  other  taxes  with 
other  Federal  programs  until  at  last 
Congress  is  deprived  of  all  initiative  in 
the  establishment  of  tax  rates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  the  full  im¬ 
plications  of  this  provision  in  the  bill 
be  seriously  weighed.  It  serves  no  use¬ 
ful  purpose  and  carries  a  potential  for 
enduring  harm.  That  is  why  I  believe 
this  amendment  to  strike  that  clause 
out  of  the  bill  merits  our  wholehearted 
approval. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COLMER.  The  gentleman,  of 
course,  is  speaking  for  the  deletion  of 
this  provision  having  to  do  with  the  2- 
cent  gasoline  tax.  The  gentleman  is  a 
very  important  member  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee.  He  is  familiar  with 
the  fact  that  the  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee  has  reported  legislation  which  will 
be  considered  on  the  floor  this  week  pro¬ 
viding  under  a  closed  rule  for  continua¬ 
tion  of  that  half -cent  excise  tax.  That 
was  the  sole  reason,  as  I  understand  it, 
why  this  provision  was  written  into  the 
pending  bill  in  the  beginning. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Priest,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  will  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  it  is  not  true  that  we  have  every 
reason  to  assume,  the  condition  of  the 
Treasury  being  what  it  is  and  the  desire 
of  the  administration  and  others  to  bal¬ 
ance  the  budget,  that  the  other  body  will 
also  continue  that  tax  when  it  gets  over 
there? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  I  expect  it  to 
be  continued  in  this  present  bill. 

Mr.  COLMER.  What  we  are  doing 
here  is  setting  a  precedent,  nailing  this 
thing  down,  linking  up  the  tax  with 
Federal  aid  to  roads? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct.  As  I  have  stated  here, 
much  of  the  gasoline  is  used  on  the  farm 
and  off  the  highways.  There  is  no  logic 
in  tying  that  tax  to  the  road.  I  might 
add  that  I  fought  against  the  automotive 
tax  increase  in  1951  also,  and  that  yields 
almost  as  much  money  or  practically 
the  same  amount  of  money  as  the  gaso¬ 
line  tax.  I  do  not  know  how  this  com¬ 
mittee  happened  to  single  out  the  gaso- 
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line  tax  to  tie  down  for  a  specific  use. 
I  take  it  it  would  be  just  as  logical  to 
include  the  other  taxes  that  are  con¬ 
nected  with  the  use  of  highways.  I  have 
always  fought  against  all  such  earmark¬ 
ing  very  strongly. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Is  there  any  question 
in  the  distinguished  gentleman’s  mind 
that  once  this  gets  into  this  bill  and  be¬ 
comes  a  part  of  the  legislation  but  what 
it  will  remain  there  for  the  rest  of  the 
time  as  permanent  legislation? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  Yes,  and  it  will 
be  used  as  leverage  against  future  action 
by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
or  subject  that  committee  to  the  charge 
that  they  are  exercising  jurisdiction  over 
road  building  policies  if  they  lower  the 
tax  rate  on  gasoline  hereafter. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Nebraska.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  in  the  serious  ques¬ 
tion  he  raised  about  this.  I  would  like 
to  ask:  Does  the  language  there  serve 
any  good  purpose?  Without  it,  you  will 
still  have  the  same  road  program,  and 
without  it  the  House  will  still  get  an 
opportunity  to  act  affirmatively  on  the 
gasoline  tax  in  the  other  bill,  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct,  absolutely.  The  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  amendment  will  not  cut 
down  the  authorization  at  all.  It  only 
cuts  out  the  provision  tying  it  to  a  spe¬ 
cific  excise  tax,  which  provision  does  not 
serve  any  good  purpose. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  notice  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  was  commenting  relative 
to  the  other  body.  We  hate  to  lose  him, 
but  we  hope  he  goes  to  the  Senate.  But, 
let  me  call  his  attention  to  this  fact.  He 
does  not  know  and  neither  does  the  pres¬ 
ent  speaker  know  what  they  are  going 
to  do  in  the  other  body.  My  distin¬ 
guished  friend  stated  that  he  was  always 
opposed  to  this  half-cent  additional  tax. 
I  might  ask  him,  is  this  his  way  of  trying 
to  do  away  with  the  half-cent  tax? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  No,  this  is  one 
of  the  ways  that  we  might  avoid  unfair 
pressure  on  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  if  that  committee  gives  further 
consideration  to  a  change  in  the  gaso¬ 
line  tax. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Had  the  commit¬ 
tee  not  voted  out  the  bill,  I  am  sure  that 
is  true,  but  that  bill  was  voted  out,  so  all 
we  are  doing  now  is  saying  “Give  us  the 
revenue  and  we  will  give  you  the  roads.” 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if  we 
do  away  with  this  half-cent  tax,  where 
are  we  going  to  get  the  money  for  those 
roads? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree  that  this  js  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill.  Now,  when  you  come  along 
with  an  appropriation  for  these  funds 
for  highway  purposes,  are  you  certain 


that  a  conditional  authorization  is  going 
to  be  sufficient  to  secure  the  appropria¬ 
tion?  As  you  well  know,  a  point  of  order 
can  be  made  against  an  appropriation 
that  is  not  authorized  by  law.  Now  you 
are  raising  the  question  about  a  condi¬ 
tional  authorization  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  purpose  here  is  to  carry  on 
the  Federal-State  highway  program. 
When  you  impose  a  condition  of  this 
type,  you  are  establishing  a  new  prece¬ 
dent  that  might  serve  to  cause  difficulty 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  will  say  that 
we  possibly  are  establishing  a  precedent, 
because  we  are  going  to  assure  the  high¬ 
way  users  that  we  are  going  to  spend 
the  money  that  they  pay  as  a  tax  on 
gasoline  on  roads.  That  is  a  precedent. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Why  not  bring  in  a  bill 
to  that  effect?  Why  jeopardize  your 
Federal-aid  highway  program  by  having 
a  questionable  provision  of  this  type  in¬ 
cluded  in  an  authorization  bill? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  made  the  statement  awhile  ago 
in  which  he  took  exactly  the  opposite 
view  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  we  cannot  agree  upon  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  time  on  this  amendment  and 
all  other  amendments  to  the  bill.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
bill  and  all  amendments  thereto  termi¬ 
nate  in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  shall  ob¬ 
ject,  if  the  gentleman  will  recall  I  asked 
him  for  time  during  general  debate  and 
I  was  allocated  3  minutes,  and  finally 
I  could  not  use  that.  I  want  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Then,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  bill  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  at  5  o’clock,  which  will  allow  20 
minutes,  the  last  5  minutes  to  be  reserved 
to  the  commitee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Nelson]  . 

(Mr.  NELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  course  of  the  general  debate  I  tried 
to  find  out  whether  or  not  there  was 
linkage  in  this  bill  between  this  authori¬ 
zation  bill  and  the  tax  on  gasoline.  I  was 
assured  there  was  none.  If  there  is  not 
linkage  with  the  gas  tax,  there  certainly 
is  a  very  well  prepared  system  of  cross- 
reference.  This  debate  well  illustrates 
what  happens  when  you  tie  in  an  author¬ 
ization  bill  with  a  particular  tax.  What 
we  have  been  debating  here  today  is 
not  so  much  the  need  for  this  Federal 
aid  to  highways  as  where  the  money  is 
coming  from.  Thus  provisions  of  the  bill 
have  been  tied  in  time  after  time  with 
the  gas  tax.  It  is  a  function  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  to  authorize 
needed  highway  aid.  It  is  up  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  to  find  the 
money. 


Once  you  say  that  all  of  the  tax  from 
a  given  source  shall  be  used  for  high¬ 
ways,  it  immediately  follows  that  then 
only  the  tax  from  that  source  will  be  used 
for  highways.  The  result  is  immediately 
that  you  cannot  meet  the  needs.  The  re¬ 
sult  in  this  case  would  be  that  you  could 
use  the  gas  tax  only  for  highways,  and 
then  you  would  either  have  to  increase 
the  gas  tax  or  let  the  highways  be  ne¬ 
glected  or,  if  the  gas  tax  is  repealed,  cut 
out  Federal  aid  entirely. 

This  linkage  should  not  be  written  into 
law.  If  you  write  it  into  law  in  this  bill, 
you  will  be  writing  it  into  law  for  the  first 
time  and  setting  a  definite  precedent. 

The  Federal  gas  tax  is  not  a  tax  based 
on  user.  This  linkage  means  that  in  the 
highway  program  those  from  the  most 
populous  sections  will  pay  through  the 
gas  tax  to  build  highways  in  the  less 
populous  States.  Perhaps  people  would 
prefer  to  pay  it  through  the  income  tax. 
It  would  undoubtedly  be  more  equitable. 
They  do  not  doubt  that  these  highways 
should  be  built,  but  this  is  a  basic  ques¬ 
tion  which  should  not  be  discussed  on  a 
bill  like  this.  We  have  listened  all  day 
to  a  discussion  about  interstate  high¬ 
ways  and  the  primary  duty  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  contribute  to  the 
cost  of  construction  of  such  interstate 
highways.  We  have  been  told  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  a  duty  to  build 
these  interstate  highways,  and  that  we 
are  in  crying  need  of  building  them,  but 
then  the  provision  this  amendment 
would  strike  says  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  cannot  and  will  not  discharge  that 
duty  unless  it  continues  to  receive  in¬ 
come  from  the  2-cent  gas  tax.  There 
could  be  no  more  effective  argument 
against  linking  our  Federal-aid  program 
to  a  particular  tax.  The  principle  of 
linking  the  gas  tax  with  aid  for  roads  is 
entirely  wrong.  It  should  not  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  this  bill. 

The  bill  is  a  fine  bill  otherwise.  I  com¬ 
pliment  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
on  it  and  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  who  have  worked  very  hard  to 
bring  this  bill  out.  It  is  a  very  excellent 
job.  But  let  us  not  set  a  precedent  which 
may  adversely  affect  our  highway  pro¬ 
gram  by  putting  this  linkage  provision 
into  the  bill. 

The  only  reason  given  for  this  provi¬ 
sion  that  I  have  heard  is  that  it  will  force 
the  other  body  to  vote  for  extension  of 
the  2-cent  gas  tax.  This  result  it  will 
not  accomplish.  But  it  goes  further.  It 
is  a  direct  blow  aimed  at  our  many  State 
Governors,  who  have  advocated  that  the 
Federal  Government  get  out  of  the- gas- 
tax  field.  By  this  linkage  you  say  to 
them  in  effect,  “Give  up  your  ideas  or 
you  will  lose  200  million  a  year  for  inter¬ 
state  highways.” 

The  Federal  gas  tax  was  never  de¬ 
signed  to  be  used  only  for  roads.  It 
should  not  be  so  restricted.  Nor  should 
the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  highways  be  limited  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  revenue  that  is  received  from 
a  gas  tax,  if  any. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  asked  what 
the  Senate  will  do  with  the  excise  tax.  I 
say  the  first  thing  the  Senate  will  do  is 
take  this  provision  out  of  this  bill. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Hale], 

Mi*.  HALE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin]. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  recapitulate 
the  arguments  these  gentlemen  have 
used.  They  seem  to  me  completely 
sound. 

The  use  of  gasoline  is  not  confined  to 
highways.  It  would  be  perfectly  logical 
to  say  that  the  proceeds  of  the  gasoline 
tax  should  be  used  for  the  construction 
of  airports  since  airplanes  use  gas.  It 
would  be  perfectly  logical  to  say  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  gasoline  tax  should  be 
used  for  harbor  improvements,  because 
harbor  improvements  are  utilized  by  ves¬ 
sels,  and  vessels  nowadays  are  fueled 
predominantly  by  gasoline. 

Further,  I  think  it  is  a  thoroughly  per¬ 
nicious  precedent  to  have  an  attempt 
made  to  have  one  committee  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  coerce  another  committee  of  the 
Congress  in  this  way. 

I  think  we  ought  to  vote  on  highway 
legislation  in  a  highway  bill  and  on  excise 
tax  legislation  in  a  tax  bill,  appropriately 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Would  it  not  be  just  as 
logical  for  the  gentleman  and  me  and 
other  members  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  which 
tomorrow  will  bring  before  the  House 
a  bill  authorizing  some  appropriations 
for  the  hospital  construction  act,  to  re¬ 
quire  that  certain  revenues  from  certain 
excise  taxes  be  used  for  that  purpose 
insofar  as  establishing  a  precedent  is 
concerned? 

Mr.  HALE.  Of  course,  the  whole  idea 
of  earmarking,  sometimes  called  dedi¬ 
cation,  seems  to  me  completely  false. 
Or  to  take  another  example,  you  might 
say  that  the  automobile  excise  tax  should 
be  used  entirely  on  highways.  No  propo¬ 
sition  of  that  kind  has  been  made.  I 
have  not  myself  seen  the  bill,  which  will 
be  here  on  Wednesday  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means.  Neither  I 
nor  anybody  else  knows  what  the  House 
will  do  on  that  measure,  still  less  what 
will  be  done  on  the  measure  in  the  other 
Chamber  or  by  the  Chief  Executive. 

I  append  certain  telegrams  recently 
receiyed  on  this  legislation: 

Augusta,  Maine,  March  6,  1954. 
Hon.  Robert  Hale, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building: 

Maine  State  Grange  has  repeatedly  urged 
withdrawal  of  Federal  Government  from  field 
of  gasoline  taxation.  New  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  making  portion  of  Federal  aid  de¬ 
pendent  on  continuance  of  tax  at  2-cent 
level  contrary  to  policy  of  both  National  and 
Maine  State  Grange.  Urge  your  strong  op¬ 
position  to  portion  of  H.  R.  8127  linking  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  with  motor-fuel  tax. 

Maynard  C.  Doloff, 
Master,  Maine  State  Grange. 


Augusta,  Maine,  March  8,  1954. 
Representative  Robert  Hale, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  urge  you  to  oppose  highway-aid  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  tie  appropriations  to  Fed- 
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eral  gasoline  tax  revenue.  Federal  gasoline 
tax  should  be  eliminated  and  left  to  States 
and  Federal  aid  to  highways  should  be  con¬ 
tinued  because  of  national  defense,  mail  de¬ 
livery,  interstate  commerce,  and  general  wel¬ 
fare.  These  are  not  responsibilities  of  high¬ 
way  uses  alone  but  of  all  the  people.  Farm¬ 
ers  can  see  no  reason  to  pay  Federal  tax  on 
gasoline  used  in  farming  operations. 

Maine  Farm  Bureau  Association, 

C.  Wilder  Smith,  President,  Cutler, 
Maine. 

Portland,  Maine,  March  5,  1954. 
Hon.  Robert  Hale, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  earnestly  request  your  consideration  of 
our  views  on  H.  R.  8127,  proposed  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act.  Section  2A,  page  4,  printed 
bill  calls  for  earmarked  funds  for  national 
system  of  interstate  highways  which  we  have 
long  advocated  and  hope  you  will  support. 
Section  2A,  page  5,  calls  for  60  percent 
matching  share  for  same  funds.  We  urge 
that  this  be  increased  to  75  percent.  Same 
Section  and  page  makes  earmarked  interstate 
authorization  available  only  if  present  2-cent 
Federal  gas  tax  continued.  This  involves 
linkage  and  is  highly  undesirable.  It  would 
also  make  Federal-highway  aid  legislation 
contingent  on  tax  legislation  handled  by  dif¬ 
ferent  congressional  committee  and  would 
adversely  affect  urban  highway  planning. 
May  we  have  your  views. 

Thanks. 

Maine  Automobile  Association. 

Arlyn  E.  Barnard. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Withrow]. 

(Mr.  WITHROW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
favor  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin],  I 
believe  that  if  we  do  not  adopt  the 
amendment  we  will  be  doing  that  which 
every  Congress  since  1932  scrupulously 
avoided  doing.  In  1932  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  on  double  taxation  had  this  to 
say.  This  was  in  December  of  1932: 

When  the  gasoline  tax  was  first  discussed 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  it  was  felt 
by  many  that  this  field  of  taxation  was 
fully  occupied  by  the  States  and  should  be 
left  to  them.  The  House  did  not  include 
this  tax  in  the  revenue  bill  as  transmitted 
to  the  Senate.  The  Senate,  however,  in  the 
light  of  later  figures  as  to  deficit  and  as 
to  the  probable  tax  yield,  was  obliged  to 
amend  the  bill  by  including  a  tax  upon 
gasoline,  and  that  was  accepted  by  the 
House. 

Then,  the  following  year,  during  the 
hearings  on  the  Federal  gasoline  tax, 
when  it  was  being  considered  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
the  Honorable  Robert  J.  Doughton,  who 
was  then  chairman  of  the  committee, 
had  this  to  say.  This  was  in  1933.  I 
quote : 

This  was  an  emergency  tax  measure.  I 
am  sure  the  Congress  was  reluctant  to  pro¬ 
pose  a  tax  on  gasoline,  but  in  order  to 
balance  the  budget,  the  Congress  felt  it  was 
necessary  temporarily  to  impose  a  tax  of 
1  cent  a  gallon  on  gasoline  over  the  objec¬ 
tion  of  the  House.  It  was  passed  in  the 
Senate,  and  we  concurred  in  it  because  they 
said  the  whole  structure  of  government 
would  perish  if  the  budget  was  not  bal¬ 
anced,  and  we  were,  too,  anxious  to  bal¬ 
ance  it,  and,  consequently,  in  the  rush  of 
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the  close  of  the  session  of  Congress  and  to 
balance  the  budget,  we  imposed  the  gasoline 
tax. 

Despite  the  good  intention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  imposed  this  temporary  tax  on 
gasoline,  it  was  not  permitted  to  ex¬ 
pire  on  schedule.  In  1933,  the  new  Con¬ 
gress  extended  the  tax,  again  on  a 
temporary  basis  only,  and  increased  its 
rate  to  1 V2  cents  per  gallon  as  part  of  the 
National  Industrial  Recovery  Act. 
Again,  there  was  no  pretense  that  this 
was  a  road  tax;  it  was  a  general  reve¬ 
nue  tax.  The  additional  one-half  cent 
tax  was  permitted  to  expire  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1933,  so  the  rate  reverted  to  1 
cent  per  gallon.  From  then  until  July 
1940,  the  tax  was  reimposed  again  and 
again  at  that  rate,  in  order  to  meet  the 
emergency  requirements  of  a  continuing 
depression. 

In  1940  the  tax  was  once  more  in¬ 
creased  to  1  y2  cents  a  gallon.  The  Na¬ 
tion  was  recovering  from  the  depression ; 
but  we  now  faced  the  necessity  of  build¬ 
ing  our  military  strength.  The  tax  in¬ 
crease  was  for  this  avowed  purpose.  This 
tax  money  was  needed  for  general-fund 
purposes,  and  there  was  no  allegation 
that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  highway 
aid. 

From  1940  until  1951  the  tax  continued 
at  the  iy2-cent  rate.  The  fact  that 
normal  highway  construction  halted 
completely  during  the  war  years  and  reg¬ 
ular  Federal  highway  aid  was  suspend¬ 
ed,  serves  to  emphasize  that  the  Federal 
gasoline  tax  had  no  connection  with 
Federal  highway  aid. 

In  November  1951  the  Federal  gasoline 
tax  was  boosted  to  its  present  rate  of  2 
cents  per  gallon.  Here  again,  the  tax 
increase  was  not  alleged  to  be  for  high¬ 
way  aid,  but  rather  as  a  part  of  a  sched¬ 
ule  of  general  tax  increases  to  raise 
revenue  for  the  stepped-up  defense  pro¬ 
gram  occasioned  by  the  Korean  war. 

The  history  of  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
speaks  for  itself.  It  shows  beyond  any 
possible  question  that  this  is  and  has  al¬ 
ways  been  a  straight  out  general  revenue 
tax,  imposed  and  increased  to  meet  gen¬ 
eral  governmental  emergencies.  This  is 
further  emphasized  by  the  fact  that  the 
tax  applies  not  only  to  highway  use  of 
gasoline  but  to  all  gasoline,  including 
that  used  in  industry  and  agriculture. 

It  is  a  distortion  of  history  to  claim 
that  there  has  ever  been  the  slightest 
connection  between  Federal  taxation  of 
gasoline  and  Federal  highway  aid  to  the 
States.  It  is  not  only  erroneous  but 
even  dangerous  to  suggest  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  gasoline  tax  be  linked  with  future 
Federal  highway  aid  to  the  States.  The 
linkage  theory  upsets  the  very  prin¬ 
ciple  of  Federal  highway  aid  and  jeop¬ 
ardizes  its  continuance  on  a  sound  basis. 

One  warning  to  this  effect  comes  from 
the  Honorable  Wilburn  Cartwright,  who 
was  chairman  of  the  House  Roads  Com¬ 
mittee  from  1934  to  1943  and  who, 
along  with  Senator  Carl  Hayden,  was 
coauthor  of  a  succession  of  Federal 
highway  aid  acts.  In  1940,  Representa¬ 
tive  Cartwright  made  a  statement  that 
offers  food  for  reflection  to  all  who 
espouse  Federal  gasoline  tax  linkage. 
He  said: 
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The  participation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  improvement  of  highways  in 
coperation  with  the  States,  using  general 
Treasury  funds  therefor,  is  amply  justified  on 
the  grounds  of  *  *  *  national  defense,  post 
roads,  and  interstate  commerce.  When  the 
first  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  was  passed  in 
1916,  neither  the  States  nor  the  Federal 
Government  had  levied  any  special  taxes, 
commonly  known  as  road-user  taxes,  such 
as  the  taxes  on  gasoline,  lubricating  oils, 
and  motor  vehicles. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  these  broader 
reasons  for  justifying  Federal  participation 
in  highway  construction  be  not  even  tacitly 
abandoned  by  road  advocates  by  putting  too 
much  emphasis  on  the  relationship  between 
road  authorizations  and  road-user  tax  rev¬ 
enues.  There  might  come  a  time  when  these 
taxes  would  not  be  levied,  but  that  would 
not,  in  my  opinion,  remove  the  justification 
for  further  Federal  participation  in  road 
improvements. 

It  will  be  noted  that  Representative 
Cartwright  mentioned  Federal  taxes  on 
lubricating  oil  and  motor  vehicles,  as 
well  as  the  tax  on  gasoline.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  there  is  a  whole  series  of  Federal 
excises  on  automobiles,  trucks  and  buses, 
parts  and  accessories,  tires  and  tubes — 
which  produce  over  a  billion  dollars  a 
year  in  revenue  over  and  above  the 
$935  million  yielded  by  the  Federal  gaso¬ 
line  and  diesel  fuel  taxes. 

Like  the  Federal  gasoline  tax,  these 
automotive  excises  have  no  connection 
whatever  with  the  Federal  aid  highway 
program.  Like  the  Federal  gasoline  tax, 
they  are  emergency  general  excises 
which  have  been  raised  and  lowered 
from  time  to  time  without  any  reference 
whatever  to  highway  aid  grants. 

The  nature  of  all  these  taxes  under¬ 
lines  the  lack  of  logic  in  singling  out  the 
Federal  tax  on  gasoline  as  a  highway 
tax.  This  fuel  is  used  in  farm  trac¬ 
tors,  boats,  stationary  engines  and  air¬ 
craft,  as  well  as  in  vehicles  using  the 
highways.  The  Federal  tax  is  paid  on 
nonhighway  use  as  well  as  highway  use. 

The  linkage  theory  logically  means 
that  the  gasoline  tax  would  become  a 
highway  use  tax — it  means  that  non¬ 
highway  use  of  gasoline  should  be 
exempt  from  the  tax.  In  the  interests 
of  justice,  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  obligated  to  refund  the  tax  on 
all  gasoline  used  for  nonhighway  pur¬ 
poses.  such  as  in  industry  and  agricul¬ 
ture.  Besides  reducing  receipts  from 
the  tax,  this  would  add  enormously  to 
collection  costs.  It  would  require  the 
creation  of  another  Federal  bureau  to 
process  the  enormous  volume  of  refund 
applications. 

Consumers  who  use  gasoline  on  farms 
and  in  factories  would  be  burdened  with 
the  complex  report  filing  essential  to 
running  a  tax  refund  system. 

But  this  would  be  only  one  problem 
of  many  brought  on  by  tax  linkage. 
With  a  stepped-up  program  of  Federal 
highway  aid,  linked  to  Federal  gasoline 
tax  receipts,  it  is  easy  to  foresee  endless 
bickering  over  Federal-aid  allocation 
formulas. 

The  densely  populated,  heavily  trav¬ 
eled  States  would  demand  Federal  grants 
equal  to  the  gasoline  tax  money  collected 
within  their  borders.  The  States  with 
large  areas  and  sparse  populations  would 
continue  to  expect  larger-than-average 
grants  because  the  original  purpose  of 


Federal  highway  aid  was  to  help  them 
most  of  all.  And  this  would  be  only  the 
beginning  of  the  problem.  Political  sub¬ 
divisions  within  each  State  would  be 
making  their  demands,  too. 

A  linkage  of  Federal  excise  taxes  with 
Federal  aid  for  highways  will  place  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  position  of  a  glorified  road 
commission  which  will  be  required  to  act 
as  referee  between  the  repeated  and  con¬ 
tinuous  demands  of  the  several  States  as 
well  as  the  political  subdivisions  within 
each  of  the  States.  Linkage,  which  on 
the  surface  appears  to  be  an  easy  way 
out,  would  create  many  more  problems 
than  it  solves.  In  fact,  it  would  be  the 
beginning  of  a  succession  of  problems 
where  the  referee  will  never  make  a 
decision  to  the  liking  of  the  participants, 
and  the  decision  will  be  reappealed  and 
reargued  every  2  years.  Linkage  is  not 
the  solution  to  the  problem;  rather,  it 
will  be  the  beginning  of  a  multitude  of 
new  problems. 

If  this  linkage  theory  is  ever  accepted, 
it  will  establish  a  precedent  for  a  rash  of 
other  proposals  to  link  other  Federal 
taxes  with  specific  beneficiaries  for  each 
tax  collected  by  the  Government.  Con¬ 
gress  has  enough  problems  without  bor¬ 
rowing  more  of  them  by  adopting  the 
linkage  theory. 

These  facts  support  only  one  conclu¬ 
sion  :  Federal  gasoline  tax  linkage  is  not 
a  program  or  principle.  It  is  a  gigantic 
fallacy — unfounded  in  fact  and  unwoi’k- 
able  in  practice. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Curtis]. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  going  to  try  to  get  away 
from  the  subject  of  the  particular  tax  in¬ 
volved  because  I  feel  the  danger  here 
is  the  precedent  which  is  being  set  of 
trying  to  tie  one  particular  tax  in  with 
any  particular  purpose.  In  fact,  I  ques¬ 
tion  whether  it  is  constitutional  to  do 
such  a  thing.  This  is  just  a  method  of 
getting  around  a  very  basic  constitu¬ 
tional  provision  which  as  I  read  it  says 
that  taxes  may  be  raised  for  general 
revenue  purposes.  I  submit  that  if  you 
tie  it  to  this,  you  are  going  to  tie  it  to 
other  things  as  we  go  along,  and  we  are 
going  to  disrupt  our  whole  system  of 
taxation  completely. 

I  should  like  to  make  one  other  sug¬ 
gestion  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  Although  they  might  think  they 
were  putting  pressure  on  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  it  will  work  in  the 
opposite  way  because  this  is,  in  effect, 
turning  over  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  the  power  of  saying  whether 
or  not  you  are  going  to  have  your  high¬ 
way  program.  Let  us  not  tie  in  any  more 
taxes  with  specific  programs  to  give  to 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  addi¬ 
tional  power.  We  already  have  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  and  social  security 
because  this  procedure  was  followed.  As 
a  member  of  that  committee  I  do  not 
believe  we  want  to  get  into  the  business 
of  providing  roads  and  of  making  de¬ 
cisions  in  this  field.  I  suggest  that  this 
amendment  be  approved  and  that  in  the 
future  we  do  not  attempt  to  tie  any  par¬ 
ticular  tax  in  with  a  particular  program. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Oeorge  ] 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  if  we  do  not  adopt  the  com¬ 
mittee  proposal  we  are  going  to  do  one 
of  two  things.  We  are  going  to  turn 
down  this  expanded  highway  program  or 
else  we  are  going  to  create  a  larger  defi¬ 
cit  in  the  Federal  budget.  It  resolves 
itself  into  something  just  as  simple  as 
that,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

During  the  past  several  years  we  have 
had  a  diversion  of  the  use  tax  which 
in  most  States  they  think  is  to  be  used 
on  their  State  and  national  highway 
system.  It  has  amounted  to  between 
$400  and  $500  million  a  year  for  the  last 
several  years.  If  we,  as  Members  of 
Congress,  had  been  doing  our  duty  over 
a  period  of  years,  we  would  have  seen 
to  it  that  that  money  went  back  on  the 
highways  because  the  figures  show  that 
we  have  killed  more  people  on  our  high¬ 
ways  in  the  last  20  years  than  were 
killed  in  our  wars.  It  means  that  we 
are  not  staying  on  top  of  our  job.  I  hope 
the  committee  will  stay  with  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  in  this  proposal, 
and  perhaps  we  can  work  out  something 
better  2  years  from  now. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  McCormack]. 

(Mr.  McCORMACK,  by  unanimous 
consent,  yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Hays  of 
Arkansas.) 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  reluctant  to  take  any  time  at 
all  but,  as  a  minority  member  of  the 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  I  have  been  impressed  with  the  fact 
that  students  of  this  problem,  who  are 
primarily  interested  in  the  point  of  view 
of  the  States,  are  universally  opposed 
to  the  principle  of  linkage  of  the  gasoline 
tax  and  Federal  authorizations.  The 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has  done 
an  excellent  job  with  this  bill,  and  I  am 
for  it,  and  I  would  not  say  anything  de¬ 
rogatory  of  the  bill  as  a  whole.  But  I 
think  we  could  improve  this  legislation, 
and  I  trust  that  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  will  not  feel  that  those  of 
us  who  offer  criticism  on  this  point  fail 
to  appreciate  the  splendid  work  that  has 
been  done  by  the  Public  Works  Commis¬ 
sion.  It  would  set  a  thoroughly  bad 
precedent  if  we  should  adopt  the  idea  of 
linkage,  which  could  spread  to  other 
types  of  legislation. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
logic  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  irrefutable,  and  that  we  will 
be  perfecting  this  legislation  to  eliminate 
the  principle  of  linkage  and  stick  strictly 
to  a  Federal-aid  program  extending  to  all 
phases  of  highway  legislation.  For  that 
reason  I  shall  support  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  not  given  a  great  deal  of 
attention  to  the  merits  of  this  particular 
amendment.  I  would  like  to  say  just  a 
few  words  as  to  the  overall  meaning  of 
this  bill. 

It  has  been  testified  here  today  that 
we  lose  on  our  highways  annually  33,300 
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people  and  that  the  financial  loss  is 
$3,950,000,000,  owing  to  the  inadequacy 
of  our  highways.  It  was  also  testified, 
I  think  by  our  colleague  from  the  State 
of  Washington,  that  two-fifths  of  this 
loss,  both  in  human  life  and  in  property, 
is  due  to  the  inadequacy  of  our  highway 
system. 

Breaking  these  figures  down  to  date  it 
is  something  like  this:  Our  financial  loss 
is  $3,950,000,000  per  year  due  altogether 
to  this  inadequacy.  In  2  years — and  we 
are  making  this  appropriation  for  2 
years — it  is  double  that,  or  $7,950,000,000. 
These  are  losses  we  are  dealing  with, 
losses  due  to  inadequacy  that  this  House 
admittedly  is  responsible  for.  Let  us 
think  of  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  means 
that  every  day,  this  day  in  which  are 
living  here  and  discussing  this  bill  36 
people  are  being  killed  on  our  highways 
on  account  of  things  that  we  have  failed 
to  do;  that  is  two-fifths  of  the  entire 
number.  One  hundred  and  more  were 
killed  yesterday  and  today  and  will  be 
killed  tomorrow. 

I  have  heard  the  argument  put  forth 
that  there  is  not  enough  road  equip¬ 
ment  in  existence  to  make  use  of  a  larger 
appropriation.  I  submit  that  that  prob¬ 
lem  will  shortly  be  solved  once  an  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  made.  How  long, 
Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  suppose  it  would 
be  if  Congress  were  to  double  the  appro¬ 
priation  proposed  in  this  bill  until  the 
manufacturers  of  road-building  equip¬ 
ment  would  call  back  on  the  job  the 
thousands  of  men  recently  dismissed 
from  employment?  How  long  would 
it  be  until  additional  facilities  for  man¬ 
ufacture  would  be  under  construction? 
There  is  no  avenue  of  increasing  busi¬ 
ness  actively  and  consequent  employ¬ 
ment  equal  to  this  opportunity  in  exist¬ 
ence,  because  it  will  result  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  saving  of  human  life  and  property. 

I  favor  the  passage  of  this  bill,  but 
I  regret  that  no  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  seen  fit  to  introduce  an 
amendment  to  double  or  treble  the 
amount  of  money  to  be  appropriated. 
I  am  convinced  the  American  people 
would  heartily  approve  such  a  measure. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
DonderoI. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
this  bill  had  come  to  the  floor  next 
Wednesday  and  the  bill  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means  had  been  on 
the  floor  today,  it  is  quite  possible  that 
all  the  debate  and  argument  we  have 
listened  to  would  not  have  been  heard 
at  all. 

As  I  stated  earlier  in  the  day,  the  half- 
cent  a  gallon  gasoline  tax  yields  $225 
million  a  year.  If  that  be  not  reenacted 
it  means  that  the  income  instead  of  be¬ 
ing  $906  million  a  year  would  be  about 
$700  million.  Then  if  this  bill  be  en¬ 
acted  at  $875  million  we  would  far  ex¬ 
ceed  all  of  the  income  from  the  gas  tax. 

We  are  saying  to  the  people  of  this 
country  by  this  provision — call  it  link¬ 
age  if  you  will — we  want  to  give  you  good 
roads;  we  want  to  take  the  money  that 
you  paid  for  using  the  roads  and  spend  it 


on  the  highways — I  mean  the  gas  tax 
that  you  pay  for  the  gasoline  you  buy, 
we  want  to  take  it  and  spend  it  on  the 
roads.  You  cannot  spend  it  if  you  do 
not  pay  it;  you  cannot  spend  it  if  this 
bill  is  not  passed,  to  continue  the  two- 
cent  a  gallon  tax.  The  one  question  that 
is  involved,  and  that  is  the  old  contro¬ 
versy,  namely,  if  you  want  roads  then 
provide  the  money  to  pay  for  them.  If 
you  do  not  link  the  half-cent  gas  tax 
but  still  enact  this  bill  you  have  a  spread 
of  $450  million  throwing  the  budget  out 
of  balance  more  than  ever  before  because 
the  income  from  such  tax  would  be  $225 
million  less  while  the  bill  provides  $225 
million  more  for  roads. 

What  is  wrong  with  this  language? 
What  harm  does  it  do?  Should  the  tax 
bill  be  passed  as  recommended,  the  lan¬ 
guage  sought  to  be  stricken  out  would 
be  meaningless.  We  accomplished 
what  we  seek  to  do— morally  to  indicate 
that  the  money  which  comes  from  the 
gas  tax  shall  be  used  for  the  building  of 
roads;  but  we  must  have  the  tax  con¬ 
tinued  if  we  are  to  have  better  highway 
facilities. 

For  the  reasons  stated — I  will  not  take 
more  time,  Mr.  Chairman — I  ask  that 
the  amendment  be  voted  down  and  call 
for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Martin]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Martin  of 
Iowa)  there  were — ayes  70,  noes  70. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Dondero 
and  Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa. 

The  Committee  again  divided ;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
80,  noes  93. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Nicholson,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  460, 
he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Clerk,  in 
engrossing  the  bill  H.  R.  8127,  be  author¬ 
ized  to  capitalize  the  word  “commerce” 
on  page  3,  line  5,  to  correct  a  typographi¬ 
cal  error. 


Tire  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


\  GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  be  permitted  to  revise  and  extend) 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  t<j 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  froij 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  y  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet/at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  j 

(Mr.  HALLECK  asked  ancv  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  l^ouse  for  1 
minute. )  \ 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Spfeaker,  there 
are  no  special  Orders  granted  for  tomor¬ 
row  after  the  conclusion/  of  the  day’s 
business.  I  truest  that  we  can,  if  pos¬ 
sible,  avoid  any  special  orders  because 
we,  on  our  side,  .desire  lo  have  a  con¬ 
ference  after  the  bill  indisposed  of  to¬ 
morrow. 


SPECIAL  ORI 


IS  GRANTED 


Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  granted  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  5  mi/iytes  today,  follow¬ 
ing  any  special  ord^s  heretofore  entered. 

Mr.  VAN  PELT /asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  \  the  House  for  5 
minutes  today,  fo/lowing  any  special  or¬ 
ders  heretofore  ^nterec 


EXCISE  Tj 


ON  AUTOMOBILES 

^AN  asked  and  was  given 
address  the  House  for  1 


revise  and  extend  his  re- 


(Mr.  OAK! 
j  permission  tc 
minute  and 
marks.) 

Mr.  OAK^tAN.  Mr.  Spencer,  the  au¬ 
tomobile  today  is  as  necessary  to  the  av¬ 
erage  work/ngman  as  his  diniier  pail.  On 
Wednesday  of  this  week  the  House  will 
have  before  it  H.  R.  8224,  the  ^xcise  Tax 
Reduction  Act  of  1954.  This  wrings  up 
a  measure  which  in  one  of  its  ele¬ 
ments  contains  a  gross  inequity.  This 
inequity  will  have  a  direct  material  bear¬ 
ing  op  1  out  of  every  7  productive 
worke/s  in  this  Nation.  This  \  is  the 
number  of  workers  it  is  said  receive  their 
paycheck  directly  or  indirectly  frqm  the 
autofnotive  industry.  I  believe  \  that, 
whew  this  inequity  is  clearly  pointed  up 
to  the  committee,  the  only  course  of  ac- 
tiph  would  be  for  the  Ways  and  Means 
Ccmimittee,  through  its  chairman,  tdof- 
f^-  or  accept  an  amendment  to  rectify 
le  injustice. 

I  am  speaking  of  the  continuation  V)f 
;he  10-percent  excise-tax  rate  on  pas 
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henger  cars  and  the  8-percent  excise  tax 
ok  trucks,  buses,  trailers,  parts  and  ac¬ 
cessories.  As  it  is  generally  known,  by 
law  the  excise  tax  on  passenger  cars  was 
to  havkbeen  automatically  reduced  from 
10  percent  to  7  percent  and  on  trucks, 
buses,  tracers,  parts  and  accessories  from 
8  percent  t\5  percent  on  April  1.  These 

3  percen tagX  points  were  added  to  the 
excise  tax  on these  commodities  in  1951. 
It  was  clearly \ecognized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  at  that  time  that  these  were  ex¬ 
cessive,  temporary^  rates  that  in  all 
equity  should  be  Seduced  when  this 
country  was  no  longer  on  an  extreme 
emergency  basis.  \ 

Not  only  does  this  bil\  continue  this 
exorbitant  tax  but  it  performs  the  addi¬ 
tional  injustice  of  not  establishing  a 
definite  cutoff  date  when  sucta  increases 
will  be  eliminated. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  existence  of 
a  termination  date  on  an  excise  csdc  in 
an  act  of  Congress  only  invites  a  buyers’ 
strike.  An  example  has  been  cited  tao 
the  effect  that  automobile  dealers  toda^ 
have  organized  to  stop  accepting  deliv-' 
eries  from  manufacturers  simply  be¬ 
cause  the  tax  was  scheduled  to  go  down 
April  1.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  contend  that 
the  simple  solution  to  this  phase  of  a 
buyers'  strike  can  be  accomplished  by 
including  in  the  bill  a  provision  for  an 
automatic  refund  to  the  dealers  of  stocks 
on  hand  as  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
reduction  in  tax.  This  has  been  the 
case  historically  upon  the  termination 
or  reduction  of  excise  taxes. 

The  question  logically  follows  then, 
Would  there  not  be  a  public  buyers’ 
strike  as  opposed  to  a  dealers’  buyer 
strike?  The  Ways  and  Means  Commit¬ 
tee  in  its  report  has  clearly  stated  that 
it  is  its  intention  to  take  another  look 
at  the  rates  on  these  items  next  year. 
Surely  the  existence  of  this  intention 
would  have  as  serious  an  effect  on  the 
buying  public  as  the  existence  of  a  ter¬ 
mination  date  in  the  act  itself. 

In  the  first  session  of  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  I  introduced  a  bill  calling  for 
the  complete  elimination  of  excise  taxes 
on  the  items  under  discussion — H.  R. 
3186.  I  still  believe  that  such  action 
is  prudent  and  proper.  Automotive  ex¬ 
cise  taxes  are  unfair  to  millions  of  work¬ 
ers,  particularly  to  the  lower-income 
group  who  comprise  more  than  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  passenger-car  owners.  The: 
are  discriminatory  against  makers  aria 
owners.  This  is  true  because  the  ta/  is 
so  highly  selective  and  departs  fronj the 
normal  concept  of  uniformity  of /reat- 
ment.  Excise  taxes  represent  a'  threat 
to  demand  and  employment.  Tne  auto¬ 
mobile  in  our  economy  is  clearly  not  a 
luxury  but  has  been  proven  definitely  to 
be  a  necessity.  The  universal  high  rate 
of  use  testifies  to  this  point.  As  of  mid- 
1953  there  was  1  passenger  car  for  every 

4  persons  in  this  coui/ry  or  1  car  for 
every  1.1  families. 

Clearly  a  strong  cafee  can  be  made  for 
the  elimination  of  Excise  taxes  on  auto¬ 
motive  items,  but/ 1  am  not  politically 
naive  enough  to/think  that  this  action 
is  practicable  ^6  the  extent  of  full  ac- 
complishment/or  realization  at  the  mo¬ 
ment.  Rather,  I  will  content  myself 
with  the  argument  that  the  inequity  and 


injustice  contained  in  this  bill  should 
be  corrected  here  and  now.  Surely  the 
arguments  for  repeal  speak  eloquently 
for  such  correction. 

Actually,  this  represents  an  inequity 
heaped  on  injustice  since  this  same  bill 
provides  for  a  drastic  reduction  in  the 
excise  tax  on  luxury  items.  At  the  same 
time,  an  exorbitant  rate  is  continued, 
not  reduced,  on  automotive  items,  which 
are  clearly  not  luxury  items.  Histori¬ 
cally,  excise  taxes  were  imposed  on  au¬ 
tomotive  items  in  periods  when  their 
purchase  was  being  discouraged  because 
of  shortage  of  materials.  Surely,  no 
such  argument  can  be  made  today  and 
it  should  be  abundantly  clear  that  an 
incentive  rather  than  a  detriment  should 
be  given  to  this  vital  industry. 

We  have  heard  much  of  an  endeavor 
to  obtain  a  uniform  excise  or  manufac¬ 
turer’s  tax  on  all  items  produced.  The 
reduction  of  all  excise  taxes  to  a  com¬ 
mon  level,  namely,  10  percent,  contained 
in  this  bill  begins  to  look  like  a  move  in 
the  direction  of  a  standard  excise  tax. 
Can  it  be  that  this  is  the  basic  reason 
for  the  refusal  to  accept  a  terminatioi 
ite  on  these  3  percentage  points  m 
automotive  items?  If  so,  surely  this/s 
not\he  proper  solution  to  this  problem. 
Such\a  tax  must  be  measured  inr  the 
light  of  all  the  circumstances  and  in 
totality ,\nd  then  only  with  due/leliber- 
ation. 

It  is,  therefore,  my  contention  that 
the  Committee  should  adopt/an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  bfif  H.  R.  822ywhich  would 
provide  for  the  automatic/ reduction  not 
later  than  April  \  1955f  of  the  tax  on 
passenger  cars  from*.  KVpercent  to  7  per¬ 
cent,  and  on  trucas,  buses,  trailers, 
parts,  and  accessories /from  8  percent  to 
5  percent.  In  addj/ion,\his  amendment 
should  provide  that  stockkof  such  items 
in  the  hands  of  .dealers  on  said  date  will 
be  the  subject/of  a  tax  refund. 


GENEI 


EX1 


fD 


*AL  LEAVE  TO 
REMARKS 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I^^sk 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Membei 
hava/5  legislative  days  in  which  to  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on  the 
bjfi  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
''the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 
There  was  no  objection. 


(Mr.  SIEMINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  SIEMINSKI  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 


INCREASED  SECURITY  FOR  THE 
UNITED  STATES  CAPITOL  AND 
THE  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mrs.  Rogers]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks  and  include  a 


joint  resolution  just  introduced  bjMier.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  week  ago  the  membership 
of  the  House  was  subjected  to  i!ne  tragic 
shooting  from  the  gallery  by  fanatical 
Puerto  Ricans  who  made  the  trip  down 
from  New  York  in  ord/r  to  murder 
Members  of  Congress.  1/ did  not  make 
any  difference  to  them  whether  they 
were  located  in  the  .House  or  in  the 
Senate.  Their  purpose  was  to  inflict 
mortal  injury  ppon  Members  of 
Congress. 

I  am  tremendously  pleased  the  Mem¬ 
bers  that  were  i/jured  by  the  fusillade  of 
bullets  which  /ere  fired  by  these  terror¬ 
ists  are  goin/  to  completely  recover  and 
will  soon  again  be  here  with  us  in  this 
honorableyassociation.  Also,  I  am  thank¬ 
ful  to  Goa  more  of  the  membership  were 
not  ini/red  and  that  none  of  those  who 
were  snot  were  mortally  wounded. 

Dming  this  week  that  has  passed,  I 
have  given  tremendous  thought  to  the 
p/oblem  emphasized  by  this  tragic  oc- 
irrence.  By  way  of  conclusion  to  these 
'thoughts,  I  have  filed  today  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  having  as  its  purpose  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
as  well  as  the  United  States  Capitol  and 
its  grounds.  It  is  my  view  that  the 
recommendations  I  have  suggested  in 
this  joint  resolution,  if  adopted  by  the 
Congress,  would  prove  to  be  very  effec¬ 
tive  in  accomplishing  the  desired  security 
for  Members  of  Congress  and  for  the 
United  States  Capitol. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  this  resolution 
of  mine,  I  have  made  the  requirement 
that  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to 
enter  the  Capitol  Building  unless  that 
person  has  answered  in  the  negative  as 
to  whether  or  not  he  is  a  Communist  or  a 
member  of  the  Communist  Party. 

House  Joint  Resolution  464 
Joint  resolution  to  provide  increase  se¬ 
curity  for  the  United  States  Capitol  and 

for  the  Congress 

Resolved,  etc.,  That  a  Board  to  be  known  as 
the  Capitol  Security  Board  is  hereby  created. 
The  Capitol  Security  Board  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  3  Members  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  to  be  appointed  by  the  Vice 
President,  3  Members  of  the  House  of 
spresentatives  of  the  United  States  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Speaker,  the  Sergeant  at 
Arms  of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
of  thtaffouse,  and  the  Architect  of  the  Capi¬ 
tol.  Tin;  Capitol  Security  Board  shall  be 
responsible  for  the  complete  security  of  the 
United  States  Capitol  Building  and  grounds, 
and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  (a)\That  an  office  to  be  known  as 
the  Security  Office  of  the  Capitol  is  hereby 
created.  The  Security  Office  of  the  Capitol 
shall  be  headed  By  a  Security  Officer  of  the 
Capitol  who  shall  Be  appointed  by,  and  shall 
perform  his  duties  utoder  the  supervision  of, 
the  Capitol  Security  Board.  There  shall  be 
in  such  office  a  Deputy  Security  Officer  of  the 
Capitol,  two  Assistant  Setarity  Officers  of  the 
Capitol,  and  such  other  assistants  and  em¬ 
ployees  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Security  Officer  of  the  Capito^  to  carry  out 
his  duties  under  this  Act. 

(b)  The  Security  Officer  of  the^Capitol,  the 
Deputy  Security  Officer  of  the  Catoitol,  and 
Assistant  Security  Officers  of  the  Capttol  shall 
be  trained  in  the  arts  and  sciences  of  Npurity 
operations. 

(c)  The  Capitol  police  shall  be  subject  to 
the  authority  and  control  of  the  Secuir 
Officer  of  the  Capitol. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


March  9  (legislative  clay,  March  1),  1954 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Rouse  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  he 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $270,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $180,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(c)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects 
on  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 
respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 
the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 
838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so 
apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such 
fiscal  }^ear  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case 
of  those  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  may  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 
plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction  of  such  secondary 
road  projects  upon  his  receipt  and  approval  of  a  certified 
statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth 
that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are 
in  accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respective 
States  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved  by 

him :  Provided  further,  That  not  more  than  25  per  centum 

\ 

of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  State  under  subpara¬ 
graphs  (a),  (b),or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred 
from  the  apportionment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the 
apportionment  under  either  of  the  other  subparagraphs: 
Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested  by  the 
State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by 
more  than  25  per  centum:  Provided  further,  that  the  trans¬ 
fers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same 
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basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  any  prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed 
to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  the  last  proviso 
to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas, 
designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-Aid  primary  system :  Provided  further, 
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That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  40  per  centum  of 
such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  unre¬ 
served  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual 
and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  ap¬ 
portion  to  the  States  the  sum  authorized  by  this  section 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  unless  a  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount  of  not  less  than  2  cents 
per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September  30,  1954;  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  not  apportion  to  the  States  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  in  the  amount 
of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  on  September 
30,  1955. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which 
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such  sums  are  authorized :  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 : 
Provided ,  That  the  authorization  in  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1955,  is  hereby  canceled;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $22,500,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
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opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  further ,  That  hereafter  funds 
available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also 
be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:  Provided  further, 
That  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Pico  in 
accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) , 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  he 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  Any  unappropriated  balance  of  the  sums  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sections  5  and  6  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158),  for 
the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua  and  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way,  respectively,  for  the  fiscal  years  1953  and  1954,  shall 
continue  to  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  purposes 
for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  1956. 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of.  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
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Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158) ,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  7.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of 
this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  8.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and 
this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed 
to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruction  of 
public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  improvements 
authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things,  such  a  study 
shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing 
relationships  between  the  State  highway  departments  and 
affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various 
State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the  end 
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that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Sec.  10.  The  term  “highway”,  as  defined  in  section  2 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  “tunnels”. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as 
a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions 
through  urban  areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system,  pro¬ 
vided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  exten¬ 
sions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate 
planning  and  coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  River  Road 
and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley 
from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  general  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of  July  11, 
1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the 
Congress  November  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24,  1949 
(Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
from  general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000; 
the  amount  expended  under  this  section  shall  be  apportioned 
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1  among  the  ten  States  bordering  the  Mississippi  River  in  pro- 

2  portion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective  States  for 

3  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections  of  this 

4  highway  project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 

5  in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  there- 

6  with. 

7  Sec.  13.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 

8  Highway  Act  of  1954”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  8,  1954. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SHADER, 

Clerk. 
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Minn,  dairymen  to  increase  Consumption  of  dairy  products  (pp.  A2199-20), 


15.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hagen,  s'Kinn„,  claiming  that  MiniiJ 
businessmen  favor  90$  supports  and  including  a  statement  from  businessmen 
opposing  flexible  supports  (pp.  A2209-10), 


16.  EXTENSION  WORK;  RESEARCH,  Rep.  Forand  inserted  a  R.  I.  Askn.  of  Farmers  state¬ 
ment  discussing  how  the  increase  proposed  in  the  1955  Federal  budget  for 
agricultural  research  and  extension  work  would  be  used  (pp.  A22 06— 7 ) . 


17.  ELECTRIFICATION  •  Extension  of  remarks  cff  Rep.  Metcalf  discus  sink  conflicting 

statements  /n  the  Administration’s  power  policy,  claiming  that  REA  coopera¬ 
tives  are  >£old  one  thing  while  power  companies  are  told  another  (pK.  A2207-9). 

Rep/ LeCompte  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  discussing  TVA  cost  and 
favoring  "divorcement  of  the  electric  povrer  business  from  TVA’s  activkj/ies  in 
agriculture,  manufacturing  and  conservation"  (p,  A2204), 

5). 

18.  TARIFFS.  Rep.  Bailey  inserted  an  editorial  opposing  tariff  reduction(pp.A2224- 
^eed,  N.  Y.,  inserted  an  editorial  claiming  the  Randall  Commission’s  rkp- 

immendatioris  were  criticized  by  18  economics  experts  (p.  A2227). 


COri HTTEE  HEARING  ANNOUNCEMENTS  FOR  ' ■  rAR •  24i  Price  supports,  H.  and  S.  Agriculture. 
jDA  appropriations  for  1955,  5.  Appropriations. 


Tuesday ,  March  23,  1954 


Daily  Digest 


HIGHLIGHTS 


Senate  rejected,  by  36  yeas  to  53  nays,  resolution  on  New  Mexico  senatorial 
election. 

jcondary-boycott  prohibition  approved  by  House  committee. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 


Routine  Proceedings,  page$3465-347 8 

Bills  Introduced:  Seven  bills  were  introduced,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  S.  3163  to  S.  3169.  \  Page  3468 

Bills  Referred:  Two  House-passed  sills  were  referred 
to  appropriate  committees.  \  page  3469 

New  Mexico  Senatorial  Election:  By  36  yeas  to  53 
nays,  Senate  rejected  S.  Res.  220,  declaring  that  no  per¬ 
son  was  elected  to  the  Senate  from  New  Mexicta  in  1952 
and  that  a  vacancy  exists  in  the  representation  hf  that 
State  in  the  Senate,  after  rejecting  by  36  yeas  to  53  nays, 
Cordon  amendment  declaring  it  to  be  sense  of  Senate 
if  the  resolution  is  adopted  that  the  vacancy  should  be 
filled  only  through  an  election  held  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  New  Mexico.  Pages  3478-3' 

Excise  Taxes:  H.  R.  8224,  excise  tax  reduction  bilj/was 
made  Senate’s  unfinished  business.  p/ge  3514 

Nomination:  The  nomination  of  Arthur  parson,  of 
Pennsylvania,  to  be  Under  Secretary  of  Tabor,  was 
received.  /  poge35i5 

Program  for  Wednesday:  Senate  Recessed  at  5:45 
p.  m.  until  noon  Wednesday,  March  24,  when  it  will 
consider  H.  R.  8224,  excise  tax  redaction  bill. 

Committee  Meetings 

(Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

DROUGHT  ASSISTANC 

Committee  on  Agriemture  and  Forestry :  Committee 
held  hearings  on  tht/problem  of  assistance  for  drought- 
affected  areas,  witK  testimony  urging  immediate  action 
from  Senator  Kerr,  and  the  following  witnesses,  who 
also  urged  immediate  relief  for  these  areas  and  proposed 
payment  of  %\  per  acre  for  land  practices  which  would 
prevent  sojl  blowing:  Lail  Schmidt,  Lamar,  Colo.;  Mur¬ 
ray  Giffin,  president,  and  Clifford  Hart,  vice  president, 
both  91  Colorado  Wheat  Growers  Association,  Holly, 


Colo.;  J.  J.  Berg,  vice  present,  Texas  Farmers  Union, 
Panhandle,  Tex.;  Ray  Nall,  Boise  City,  Okla.;  Merlin 
Carter,  Syracuse,  Kaj*$.;  and  Noel  McDade,  Clayton, 
N.  Mex. 

APPROPRIATIONS— AGRICULTURE 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee  began 
hearings  on proposed  1955  budget  estimates  for  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department,  with  a  general  statement  from  Sec¬ 
retary  qp  Agriculture  Benson,  accompanied  by  Under 
Secretary  True  D.  Morse,  Assistant  Secretary  J.  Earl 
Cdk/f,  and  other  officials  of  the  department.  Hearings 
itinue  tomorrow. 

^APPROPRIATIONS— JUSTICE  DEPARTMENT 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Subcommittee  con  tin- 
sped  hearings  on  H.  R.  8067,  State,  Justice,  Commerce 
iropriations  for  1955,  with  testimony  in  behalf  of 
fuhds-for  their  respective  departments  from  the  follow¬ 
ing  Justice  Department  officials,  accompanied  by  their 
associates:  S.  A.  Andretta,  Administrative  Assistant  At¬ 
torney  General,  on  funds  for  his  office,  for  examination 
of  judiciaNpffices,  and  the  Administrative  Division; 
W.  E.  Burgefy  Assistant  Attorney  General,  for  Civil  Di¬ 
vision;  Paul  Taupan,  Chairman,  Board  of  Parole;  T.  G. 
Finucane,  Chairrsan,  Board  of  Immigration  Appeals; 
S.  E.  Sobeloff,  Solicitor  General;  H.  B.  Holland,  Assist¬ 
ant  Attorney  Genera\for  Tax  Division;  J.  Lee  Rankin, 
Assistant  Attorney  General,  for  Office  of  Legal  Counsel; 
P.  W.  Morton,  Assistanr\\ttorney  General,  for  Lands 
Division;  and  J.  W.  Yeaglky,  First  Assistant  Attorney 
General,  for  Criminal  Division.  Hearings  continue 
tomorrow. 

APPROPRIATIONS— TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Subcommittee  contin¬ 
ued  hearings  on  H.  R.  7893,  Treasury-Post  Office  appro¬ 
priations  for  1955,  with  testimony  in  behalf  of  funds  for 
the  Treasury  Department  from  the  following  depart¬ 
mental  officials:  R.  W.  Maxwell,  Bureau  of  Recounts; 
Paul  D.  Banning,  Division  of  Disbursement;  E.  1\  Kilby, 
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Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt;  Earl  Shreve,  Savings  Bond 
Division;  Leland  Howard,  Bureau  of  the  Mint;  and 
A.  W.  Hafl,  Bureau  of  Engraving  and  Printing.  Hear¬ 
ings  continue  tomorrow. 

CLASSIFIED  NAVY  PROJECT 

Committee  on  Artned  Services:  Subcommittee  on  Real 
Estate  and  Mifitarj\Construction  met  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  and  approved  a  Navy  classified  project  in  Spain. 

HOUSING 

Committee  on  Banking  arid  Currency:  Committee  con¬ 
tinued  hearings  on  S.  2938,  aid  in  the  provision  and 
improvement  of  housing,  theVlimination  and  preven¬ 
tion  of  slums,  and  the  conservatism  and  development  of 
urban  communities,  with  testimony,  as  indicated,  from 
the  following  witnesses: 

Charles  E.  Foster,  DAV,  who  testified  against  those 
provisions  of  the  bill  which  would  dilute  existing  vet¬ 
erans’  preferences,  and  also  against  the  flexible  interest 
rates  provision  of  the  bill; 

Ralph  J.  Perk,  city  councilman,  Cleveland, \yho  testi¬ 
fied  generally  in  support  of  the  bill,  particularly  the 
urban  renewal  provisions  thereof,  and  also  testified  as  to 
the  need  for  aid  and  assistance  for  air  pollution  control; 

M.  K.  M.  Murphy,  U.  S.  Savings  and  Loan  Leagfie, 
who  supported  some  sections  of  the  bill,  including  titi 
VI,  relating  to  savings  and  loan  amendments,  but  also' 
opposed  some  sections  of  the  bill,  particularly  those 
changing  the  maturity  and  down-payment  terms,  the 
extension  of  such  liberal  terms  to  existing  homes,  and J 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  on  FNMA,  recommendir 
that,  in  lieu  of  the  latter,  the  recommendations  of  ifie 
President’s  Advisory  Committee  on  Housing  bj?  ac¬ 
cepted  ;  the  witness  also  questioned  the  soundnes^of  the 
FHA  mutual  reserve  fund;  and 

R.  G.  Hughes,  National  Association  of  Hpfne  Build¬ 
ers,  who  generally  supported  the  legislation^  but  offered 
a  number  of  specific  amendments  to  the  Bill. 


Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 


/ 


/ 


INVESTIGATIONS 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Permarumt 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  met  in  executive  session 
with  regard  to  the  investigation  of  the  controvemr  that 
has  arisen  from  charges  of  misconduct  against  inembers 
of  its  staff,  and  countercharges  of  misconduct  made 
against  certain  individuals  in  the  Department  of  the 
Army.  Following  this  meeting,  it  was  announced  (1) 
that  Senator  Jackson  had  been  added  tor  the  special  sub¬ 
committee  to  select  a  special  counsel  /o  conduct  the  in¬ 
vestigation,  but  that  no  such  counsel  has,  as  yet,  been 
selected,  (2)  that  another  special  subcommittee  on 
“ground  rules,”  consisting  of  Senators  Dirksen,  chair¬ 
man,  Potter,  and  Symingtonynad  been  selected  to  help 
draft  rules  of  procedure  for  tnese  hearings,  and  (3)  that 
the  forthcoming  hearings/may  be  televised.  Subcom¬ 
mittee  recessed  subject  t ys  call. 

CARGO  LOADING 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Water  Transportation  held  hearings  on 
S.  602,  regarding  rules  for  loading,  stowage,  and  secur¬ 
ing  of  grain  /nd  other  similar  bulk  cargoes,  and  heard 
testimony  favoring  enactment  of  the  bill  from  Rear 
Adm.  H^iert  C.  Shepheard,  U.  S.  Coast-Guard.  Also 
testifying  were  R.  H.  Wetmore,  secretary,  Pacific  Coast 
Conference  of  Marine  Surveyors,  accompanied  by  David 
Dufilap,  attorney,  who  generally  favored  the  bill  but 
opposed  the  provision  in  section  4  which  would  permit 
le  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  avail  himself  of  the 
sVvices  of  any  “private  nonprofit  organization.”  Hear- 
ingscontinue  tomorrow. 

HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Committee  on  Public  W  or \s:  Committee  met  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  to  review  language  in  a  clean  bill  to  be  in¬ 
troduced  and  reported  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways.  As  approved 
by  the  committee,  the  bill  would  authorize  $1,010  mil¬ 
lion,  an  increase  of  $135  million  over  the  House- 
approved  measure  of  $875  million. 


House  of  Representative 


Chamber  Action  / 

Bills  Introduced:  13  public  bills,  H.  R.  8513-8523,  and 
H.  R.  8526  and  8527;  2  private  bills,  H.  R.  8524  and  8525; 
and  2  resolutions,  H.  J.  Res.  479  and  H.  Con.  Res.  220, 
were  introducedy/'  Pages  3524-3525 

Bills  Reported*  Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

H.  R.  4496^6  private  bill; 

H.  R.  68 y6,  amending  the  act  of  February  13, 1900  (31 
Stat.  28) ^relating  to  railway  installations  on  the  batture 


in  front  of  the  Public  Health  Service  hospital  property 
in  New  Orleans,  La.,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1382) ; 

H.  R.  6374,  to  revise  certain  laws\relating  to  warrant 
officers  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Forke,  Marine  Corps, 
and  Coast  Guard,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1383) ;  and 

H.  R.  7125,  to  amend  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  with  respect  to  residues  of  pesticide  chem¬ 
icals  in  or  on  raw  agricultural  commodities.  N^I.  Rept. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  House  passed  3bd  siij^Iementa]..  appropriation  bill.  House  'members  dis¬ 
cussed  dairy  price  supports.  Senate  -coiiimitt.ee  reported  road  authorizations  bill, 
and  it  was  discussed.  Senate  passeV  excise-tax  reduction  bill.  Senate  subcommittee 
voted  to  report  International  Sugar /Agreement.  /Sens •  Humphrey  and  Xefauver  recom¬ 
mended  continuation  cf  present  dairy  piles  supports. 


1.  THIRD  SUPPLES'  Ei’TAL  APPROPRIATION  /ILL,  1954V  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill, 

H,  R.  8481  (pp.  3594-621),  For  items . relating  to  this  Department,  see  Digest 
52,  There  were  no  amendments-  relating  to  tne^e  items,  'Rep.  Andersen  explained 
the  items  (pp,  3603-4) »  Rep.  Cooley  criticized,  FOA  donation  of  Christmas  food 
packages  (pp,  3606-10) , 

,Pfost, 

2,  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  R/ps .  Johnson  of  Mis,,  .'•hitt^n, /and  Blatnik  spoke  against 
reduction  of  dairy  price  supports,  and  Rep.  Javits  s^pke  in  favor  of  .such  re¬ 
duction  (pp.  3591-41/ 

3 •  PLANT  PATENTING,  jtrie  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R0  5^2.0,  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  patentings^!  plants  (p.  D32S,)  • 

4.  CROP  INSURANCES  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill,  to  amend  the 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act  to  provide  for  payment  from  premiums income  for  costs 
of  adjusters  and  commissions  for  sales. and  servicing  of  new  compacts;  to  Agri¬ 
culture  .Committee  (p,  3624). 

5,  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  Bo  amend  the 

Commodity  Exchange  Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  fix  reasonable  fees 
and'  charges  for  registrations  and  renewals  and  for  copies  of  registration  certi* 
Lcates;  to- Agriculture  Committee  (p,  3624).  Also  received  in  Senate;  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  3627). 
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6*  ADJOURNED  until  Mon,,  Far.  29  (p.  3624),  The  independent  offices  appropriate 
bill  is\o  be  debated  Mon.  and  Tues,,  followed  by  various  bills  not  concerning 
agriculti\e  (p,  3621)  c 


SENATE 


7,  TAXATION,  Passed,  76-8,  with  amendments  H.  R.  8224,  to  reduce  certain  excise 
taxes,  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (pp.  3638,  3646-85)0  3^n,  Johnson, 

Colo.,  inserted  statements  on  the  importance  of  fur  farming  (pp. /o678— 9)  • 


8.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  The  Public  Porks  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
'  So  3184,  to  authorize  road  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  yehrs  1956  and  1957 
(S.  Rept,  1093),  and  Sen.  Martin  And  others  discussed  the  bill  (pp.  3632-3)* 

The  Senate  Committee  increased  "Forest  highways"  and  "Forest  roads  and  trails" 
by  32,500,000  each  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years.  (The  present  law  and  the  House 
bill  authorize  annual  appropriations  of  322,500,000  for  each  of'  these  items.) 


9.  STATEHOOD'.'  '  S.  49,  the  Hawaii\Alaska'  statehood  bill,  jnas  again  made- the  unfinishe 
business,  and  Sen.  Knowland  said  it'  was  intended  tar  continue  with  this  bill  unti, 
it  is  disposed  of  except  for  passible  conference  imports,  etc-,  (pp.  3687-8), 


10.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  passage  of  S.  3169,  his  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  4-month  extension  of  90$  dairy  supports  "until  the  committees  complete 
action  on  new  farm  legislation"  (ppy  3629-30). 

Sens.  Kefauver  and  Humphrey  criticized  the  reduction  in  dairy  price  sup¬ 
ports,  and  Sen.  Kefauver-  claimed  thatNIVnn.  milk  producers  would  receive  1/3 
less  income  in  1954  than  they  did  in  1$52  and  favored  congressional  action  to 
continue  present  supports  "until  theyque^tion  can  be  further  studied"  (pp. 
3638-44). 


11.  SUGAR  AGREE! ENT.  The  subcommittee^  ordered  reported  to  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  the  International  Sugar  Agreament  U&ec.  B,  83rd  Cong.,  2d  sess.) 
(p.  D327). 


12.  RECESSED  until  Ion.,  Mar.  (p,  3689). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 


A 


_  13.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  H.  R./8558,  by  Rep.  Pfost,  to  continueVbemporarily  existing  90$ 
of  parity  price  supports  for  milk  and  butter! at ;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p. 
3625). 

H.  R.  8560,  /yy  Rep.  Bow,  to  limit  the  reduction  in  dsfriry  supports;  to 
Agriculture  Committee  (p.  3625).  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  A2S81-2 ) . 


14.  TWINE  STATIST  zoo 


H.  R.  8562,  by  Rep.  Gross,  to  authorize  the 'Census  Bureau  to 
collect  and/publish  statistics  on  twine  imports ;  to  Post  Office\and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commitxee  (p.  3625), 


15.  FARM  LO^tJS.  hT.  R.  8574,  by  Rep.  Donohue,  to  reduce  from  4'|$  to  4$  whe  interest 
rate  /n  loans  under  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act;  to  Veterans '  \f fairs 
Committee  (p.  3625). 


,  16,  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  8578,  by  Rep,  Yorty,  to  increase  the  pay  of  Government 
employees;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  3625). 


17.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  H.  R.  8575,  by  Rep.  Poage,  "with  respect  to  price  supports  for 
basic  commodities";  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  3625). 


Calendar  No.  1092 
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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


March  25  (legislative  day,  March  1),  1954. —  Ordered  to  be  printed 


.Mr.  Case,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  S.  3184] 


The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  3184)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  held  hearings  on  proposed 
Federal-aid  highway  legislation  on  February  19  and  26,  and  March 
1,  3,  4,  and  11,  1954.  The  bills  dealing  with  general  highway  legisla¬ 
tion  which  were  under  consideration  by  the  committee  are  listed  as 
follows: 

\  S.  2859,  introduced  by  Senator  Francis  Case,  which  proposed  a 
'total  of  $1,002  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957. 

S.  2982,  introduced  by  Senator  Edward  Martin,  by  request,  which 
would  authorize  a  total  of  $887  million  per  year. 

H.  R.  8127,  a  companion  bill  to  S.  2982,  with  substantially  the  same 
provisions. 

S.  3069,  introduced  by  Senator  Homer  Ferguson,  which  would  au¬ 
thorize  a  total  of  $2,208  million  per  year. 

S.  216,  introduced  by  Senators  Warren  B.  Magnuson  and  Harley 
M.  Kilgore,  which  called  for  amounts  equivalent  to  the  collection  of 
automotive  taxes  during  the  preceding  calendar  year. 

After  considering  these  bills  and  the  testimony  given  at  the  hearings, 
the  committee  has  adopted  and  written  the  legislation  in  S.  3184  which 
has  been  introduced  as  a  substitute  for  the  above-mentioned  bills. 

The  last  Federal-aid  highway  act  was  passed  in  1952.  The  au¬ 
thorizations  contained  in  that  act  for  the  Federal -aid  systems  have  all 
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been  apportioned.  Additional  authorizations  should  be  provided  at 
this  time  in  order  that  the  States  may  program  their  financing  arrange¬ 
ments  to  match  the  Federal  funds.  In  most  States,  this  requires 
appropriate  action  by  the  State  legislatures,  many  of  which  meet  hi 
biennial  sessions. 

Almost  without  exception  witnesses  at  the  hearings  recommended 
larger  authorizations  than  those  provided  in  the  1952  act.  The 
testimony  shows  that  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  highways  and  the 
mileage  traveled  have  maintained  the  steady  upward  trend  which 
began  shortly  after  the  cessation  of  hostilities  in  1945.  In  1946  there 
were  34,400,000  motor  vehicles  on  our  roads.  Today  there  are  about 
55  million.  Highway  improvement  has  been  progressing  during  the 
same  period  at  a  much  slower  pace.  The  gap  between  highway  usage 
and  improvement  needs  has  widened.  Estimates  made  during  the 
past  year  show  that  63.8  percent  of  the  mileage  on  the  Federal-aid 
systems  is  in  need  of  improvement,  at  a  total  cost  of  about  $35  billion. 
Two  years  ago,  the  cost  of  these  needed  improvements  was  estimated 
at  $32  billion.  If  we  are  to  close  this  gap,  highway  improvement 
must  be  speeded  up,  and  this  means  increased  expenditures  for  such” - 
purposes.  It  is  fully  recognized  that  an  adequate  highway  trans¬ 
portation  system  is  vital  to  the  Nation’s  economy.  The  committee 
feels  that  the  Federal  contributions  to  this  system  should  be  gaged 
with  the  objective  of  bringing  highway  improvements  up  to  the  level 
of  needs  as  soon  as  practicable. 

AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FEDERAL-AID  SYSTEMS 

The  bill  continues  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  2-year  period  under  substantially  the  same  basic  pattern  as 
heretofore  adopted  by  Congress.  The  amounts  recommended  for 
these  systems  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  are  listed  in 
the  following  table,  together  with  comparable  figures  for  the  current 
authorizations  and  for  the  House  bill,  H.  R.  8127. 


Federal-aid,  systems 


Present  law 

H.  R.  8127 

S.  3184 

$247,  500, 000 
165,  000,  000 
137,  500,  000 

$270, 000, 000 
180, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 

$342, 000, 000 
228, 000, 000 
190, 000, 000 

550, 000, 000 
25, 000, 000 

600, 000, 000 
200, 000,  000 

760, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 

Total  .  _ _ _ 

575, 000, 000 

800,  000, 000 

910, 000, 000 

The  committee  believes  that  the  total  recommended,  $910  million 
per  year,  together  with  the  much  greater  sums  that  will  be  spent  by 
State  and  local  governments,  constitutes  a  realistic  step  towTard 
meeting  the  $35  billion  deficiency  in  highway  improvements.  In 
setting  this  figure,  the  committee  was  aware  that  Federal  revenues 
from  excise  taxes  imposed  on  highway  users  are  now  reaching  a  level 
of  a  little  over  $2  billion  a  year,  of  which  about  $1  billion  comes  from 
the  Federal  tax  on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  motor  oil.  While  it  is 
recognized  that  these  taxes  were  originally  adopted  as  a  temporary 
measure  to  provide  general  revenues  and  were  later  extended  largely 
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to  meet  the  burdens  of  defense  expenditures,  the  committee  feels  that 
their  continuation  certainly  adds  to  the  justification  for  the  larger 
amounts  of  Federal  aid  recommended  at  this  time. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  distribution  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid 
system  differs  somewhat  from  that  proposed  in  the  House  bill,  H.  R. 
8127.  The  distribution  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  funds 
is  in  the  same  traditional  ratio  established  in  1944,  but  the  House  bill 
allocates  $200  million,  or  one-quarter  of  the  total,  to  the  separate 
interstate  fund.  The  Senate  bill  allocates  $150  million  to  the  inter¬ 
state  funds,  but  adds  $160  million  more  to  the  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  funds.  The  relationship  among  those  4  categories  of  funds 
should  be  borne  in  mind  in  comparing  the  allocations  in  the  2  bills. 
There  are  actually  only  two  physically  separate  Federal-aid  highway 
systems,  the  primary  and  the  secondary.  The  other  two  categories, 
to  which  the  urban  and  interstate  funds  are  allocated,  are  component 
parts  of  the  primary  system.  The  main  through  roads  and  inter¬ 
state  roads  constitute  the  primary  system.  The  secondary  system 
[consists  of  farm-to-market,  county,  and  local  roads  which  feed  the 
local  traffic  into  the  primary  roads.  The  urban  category  is  simply 
those  portions  of  roads  on  the  primary  system  which  are  located  in 
urban  areas.  The  interstate  category  is  a  select  network  of  primary 
roads  chosen  so  as  to  connect  the  principal  metropolitan  areas,  cities, 
and  industries,  and  to  serve  national  defense.  It  is  in  effect  a  network 
of  the  most  important  arteries  of  interstate  highway  transportation 
carved  out  of  the  primary  system  and  including  urban  links  which  are 
also  in  the  urban  category.  It  is  therefore  eligible  to  receive  both 
primary  and  urban  funds  as  well  as  funds  from  the  interstate  category. 

The  mileage  of  the  secondary  system  is  about  460,000  miles.  The 
primary  system  has  a  total  of  about  234,700  miles,  of  which  17,900 
miles  are  in  the  urban  category  and  37,800  miles  are  in  the  interstate 
category. 

The  primary  system  has  three  sources  of  Federal-aid  funds,  from  the 
primary,  urban,  and  interstate  categories.  The  secondary  system  has 
only  a  single  source  since  no  subdivisions  of  that  system  have  ever 
been  established. 

The  House  bill  increased  the  Federal-aid  total  funds  by  39  percent 
over  the  current  authorizations.  It  increased  the  interstate  category 
800  percent  but  increased  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  cate¬ 
gories  onty  9  percent.  This  results  in  holding  the  secondary  system 
to  a  9  percent  increase  while  the  3  categories  making  up  the  primary 
system  gain  an  average  increase  of  51  percent.  The  committee 
realizes  that  highways  on  the  interstate  network  must  be  built  to 
relatively  high  standards  with  consequent  higher  costs  than  most  other 
Federal-aid  highways.  It  also  appreciates  the  relative  national  im¬ 
portance  of  this  network.  It  feels  that  this  disparity  in  the  division 
between  the  primary  and  secondary  systems  should  be  reduced  at  least 
partially,  and  accordingly  has  recommended  a  division  which  would 
result  in  an  increase  of  38  percent  over  existing  authorizations  for  the 
secondary  system  and  an  average  increase  of  66  percent  for  the  3  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  primary  systems.  Even  though  this  partially  im¬ 
proves  the  sharing  of  the  secondary  system  in  the  total  increase,  it 
still  gives  the  interstate  category  a  very  substantial  increase  of  600  per¬ 
cent  over  the  current  authorization.  It  may  be  noted  further  that 
the  cost  of  needed  improvements  for  the  Federal-aid  systems  totaling 


4 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


$35  billion  is  made  up  of  $9.07  billion  for  the  secondary  system  and 
$25.93  billion  for  the  3  categories  in  the  primary  system.  In  terms 
of  percentage,  the  secondary  system  represents  26  percent  of  the  total 
needed  improvements,  and  the  primary  system  74  percent.  In  the 
Senate  bill,  the  secondary  system  would  receive  25  percent  of  the 
Federal-aid  funds,  and  the  primary  system  75  percent.  In  the  House 
bill,  the  secondary  system  would  be  cut  to  22%  percent  of  the  Federal- 
aid  funds,  with  the  pr'mary  system  receiving  77%  percent.  The  com¬ 
parisons  discussed  above  are  shown  below  in  tabular  form. 


Percentage  comparison  of  House  and  Senate  bills 


House  bill — 
Percentage 
increase  over 
present  law 

Senate  bill — 
Percentage 
increase  over 
present  law 

Primary  system: 

9 

38 

9 

38 

800 

600 

66^ 

Average  for  primary  system _ _ _  _ . . 

51 

Secondary  system . .  _ _ _  _  _  _  _ 

9 

38 

Average  for  all  Federal-aid _ 

39 

58 

Comparison  of  allocations  with  cost  of  improvements 


Federal-aid  systems 

Cost,  of 
needed 
improvements 
(billions) 

Percent  of 
total  cost 

Percent  of 
allocations 
in  House 
bill 

Percent  of 
allocations 
in  Senate 
bill 

$25. 93 
9. 07 

74 

77.5 

75 

26 

22.5 

25 

Total _ _  -  - 

35.00 

100 

100.0 

100 

The  funds  for  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  designations  will 
be  apportioned  among,  and  matched  by,  the  States  on  the  same  basis 
as  provided  under  existing  law.  The  apportionment  and  matching  of 
the  interstate  funds  are  discussed  in  a  succeeding  paragraph.  The 
approximate  amounts  which  each  State  would  receive  for  the  Federal- 
aid  systems,  and  a  comparison  by  States  of  the  total  amounts  under 
the  Senate  and  House  bills  are  shown  in  the  following  tables: 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  6. 


Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  in  Senate  bill  Continued 
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Comparison  by  States,  total  apportionment  in  Senate  and  House  bills 


State 


Senate  bill  House  bill 
(S.  3184)  (H.  R.  8127) 


Total.... 

Alabama _ 

Arizona . . 

Arkansas . 

California . 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut... 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Idaho . . 

Illinois _ 

Indiana . 

Iowa _ 

Kansas.. . 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana . 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts. 

Michigan . 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska . 


$910,000,000 


$800, 000, 000 


18, 430, 000 
11,009,000 
13,435,000 
48, 788, 000 
13,791,000 
8, 378, 000 
4, 097, 000 
15,052,000 
21,115, 000 
9, 025, 000 
40, 382, 000 
21,803,000 
19, 558, 000 
18,581,000 
16,233,000 
14,  347, 000 
6,  892, 000 
9, 768, 000 
16, 881,000 
31, 093, 000 
21,514,000 
14,  598, 000 
25,  351,000 
14, 103,000 
14,  578,  000 


16, 195, 000 
9, 605, 000 
11,769, 000 
43,061,000 
11,958,000 
7, 385, 000 
3, 733, 000 
13,246, 000 
18, 551, 000 
7, 931, 000 
35, 649, 000 
19, 175, 000 
17, 090, 000 
16, 143, 000 
14,311,000 
12, 640, 000 
6,  086, 000 
8,  663,  000 
15,025,  000 
27,421,000 
18,  798, 000 
12,805,  000 
22,  204,  000 
12,  259,  000 
12,  642,  000 


State 


Senate  bill  House  bill 
(S.  3184)  (H.  R.  8127) 


Nevada _ _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico . . 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina . . 

North  Dakota _ 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon... . . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ _ 

Utah . . . 

Vermont . . 

Virginia _ _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Hawaii _ 

District  of  Columbia 
Puerto  Rico _ 


$9, 037, 000 
4, 268, 000 
17,  320, 000 
11,774,000 
57,  954, 000 
21,  864, 000 

10,  529,  000 
36,  320, 000 
17,250,000 
13, 427, 000 
43,  402, 000 

5, 052, 000 
11,700,000 

11,  252, 000 
19, 050, 000 
54, 469, 000 

8,  749,  000 
4, 005, 000 

17, 431, 000 
14, 602, 000 

9,  943,  000 
20, 753, 000 

8, 853, 000 
3, 423, 000 
5, 331, 000 
5, 240, 000 


$7, 964, 000 
3, 868, 000 
15,  420,  000 
10,  262, 000 
51,  408, 000 
19,  299, 000 
9,  207, 000 
32,101,000 
15, 059,  000 
11,685, 000 
38,  513,  000 
4,  487, 000 
10,320,000 
9,  824, 000 
16, 756, 000 
47,  599, 000 

7,  678, 000 

3,  660, 000 
15,  374,  000 
12,  805,  000 

8,  802,  000 
18,  215,  000 

7,  801,  000 
2,  702, 000 

4,  708, 000 
4, 138, 000 


For  purposes  of  comparison,  the  apportionment  under  the  1952 
act  was  as  follows: 


State  or  Territory 

Primary 

highway 

system 

Secondary  or 
feeder  roads 

Urban 

highways 

Interstate 

system 

Total 

Total . . . . 

$247, 500, 000 

$165,000,000 

$137, 500, 000 

$25,000,000 

$575,000,000 

Alabama . 

5, 217,  552 

4, 043, 898 

1,  758, 127 

532, 314 

11,551,891 

Arizona . . . 

3, 653, 303 

2, 487, 990 

521, 973 

371, 953 

7, 035, 219 

Arkansas.  . . . 

4, 064,  364 

3,  254,  652 

750, 706 

414,318 

8,  484, 040 

California _  _ 

11,273,990 

5,  808,  764 

11,929,002 

1,154,002 

30, 165,  758 

Colorado . . 

4,  402, 054 

2, 940, 172 

1, 115, 307 

448,  362 

8,  905,  895 

Connecticut . . . . . 

1,  571,  238 

800,  250 

2,  598,  965 

161,200 

5, 131,  653 

Delaware _  .. 

1,200,375 

800, 250 

275,217 

121,  250 

2,  397, 092 

Florida. _ _ _ 

3,  903,  613 

2,  550,  784 

2,  406,316 

398,  804 

9,  259,  517 

Georgia . . .  _. 

6, 059, 367 

4,  627,  705 

1,955,  727 

618,094 

13, 260, 893 

Idaho _  _ _ _  .. 

3,033,324 

2, 132,917 

258,  267 

308,  736 

5,  733,  244 

Illinois . . . 

9,  415,  818 

5, 124,  593 

9,  384,  933 

963, 234 

24,  888,  578 

Indiana . . . 

5,  833,  702 

4, 020,  406 

3,  210, 481 

595,  500 

13, 660, 089 

Iowa . . . 

5,  915,  625 

4,  328,  851 

1,  593, 160 

602,  769 

12,440,405 

Kansas _ _ _ 

5,  950,  738 

4, 165,  742 

1,261,297 

605,  853 

11,  983,  630 

Kentucky.  . . . . . 

4,  496,  820 

3,  736, 080 

1,  393,  596 

459, 028 

10, 085,  524 

Louisiana _ _ _  _ _ 

3,812,021 

2,  759,  226 

1,967,  149 

389,  375 

8,  927,  771 

Maine  _  . . . 

2,061, 148 

1,474,  586 

560,  854 

210. 101 

4,  306,  689 

Maryland 

2,151,491 

1,  314,  877 

2,  277,  541 

220, 394 

5,  964,  303 

Massachusetts.. _ _ 

3, 102,  505 

1, 149,  426 

5,  585,  538 

318, 932 

10, 156, 401 

Michigan . . . 

7,  594,  942 

4,  633, 662 

6,  245,  790 

776, 456 

19,  250, 850 

Minnesota _  _  ... 

6,  444,  508 

4,  545,  371 

2, 185,  224 

656, 907 

13,  832, 010 

Mississippi . . 

4,  357,  237 

3,  632,  971 

742,  978 

444, 235 

9,  177,  421 

Missouri.  . . . . 

7, 127,  588 

4,  822,  289 

3,  304,  889 

726, 976 

15,  981,  742 

Montana.. . 

4,  957, 442 

3,  409, 119 

315, 997 

504  310 

9.186.868 

Nebraska _ 

4,  751,285 

3,  369,  779 

787,  065 

483,  631 

9,  391,760 

Nevada . . . . 

3, 174,  465 

2,121,392 

102,  203 

322,  835 

5,  720,  895 

New  Hampshire . 

1.  200,375 

800, 250 

397, 419 

121,  250 

2,  519,  294 

New  Jersey _  _ 

3,  175,  262 

1,071,050 

5,  874,  465 

326,  438 

10,  447,  215 

New  Mexico .  ... 

4,  003,  539 

2,  749,  711 

440,412 

407,  468 

7,  601,  130 

New  York _  ...  . . 

11,527,309 

4,  622,  354 

17,937, 120 

1, 182,  803 

35, 269,  586 

North  Carolina _ ...  .  .  . 

6,  048,  757 

5,  170,  669 

1,724,  427 

617,  527 

13.  561,380 

North  Dakota.. _ _ 

3,  562, 057 

2, 585,  761 

226, 915 

362,  325 

6,  737,  058 

Ohio _  _ _ _ 

8,  609,919 

5,  240,  955 

7,  765,  686 

880,  712 

22,  497,  272 

Oklahoma.  . . .  . . 

5,  245,  994 

3,  755,  923 

1,  466, 130 

534,  576 

ll,f01,  623 

Oregon .  . . 

4, 198,  212 

2, 933, 480 

1,076,050 

427,  813 

8,  635,  555 

Pennsylvania.. _ _ 

9,  582, 120 

5,  699,  723 

10,  159,  251 

981,618 

26,  422,  712 

Rhode  Island _ 

1,  200,  375 

800,  250 

959, 321 

121,250 

3,081,196 

South  Carolina.. . .  . 

3,  291,  443 

2, 726,  238 

923, 122 

336, 960 

7,  276,  763 

South  Dakota... . . 

3.  827,  991 

2,  733,  672 

260,  648 

389, 370 

7,211,681 
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State  or  Territory 

Primary 

highway 

system 

Secondary  or 
feeder  roads 

Urban 

highways 

Interstate 

system 

Total 

Tennessee _ _ . 

Texas _ _ 

Utah _ _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ _ _ 

Washington. .  ...  ..  . . . 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin..  _  ..  ..  ... 

Wyoming.  ...  ..  . . 

District  of  Columbia . . 

Hawaii. _ _ _ 

$5, 293, 910 
15, 842, 002 
2,  824, 094 

1, 200, 375 

4,  645,  445 
4, 064,  587 
2,  678, 927 

5.  802, 073 
3, 053, 021 

1,  200,  375 

1, 200, 375 

1, 269, 948 

$4, 127, 446 
10, 607, 168 
1, 868, 149 
800,  250 

3,  611,080 
2,  715, 106 
2,  330,  488 

4,  047,  423 

2,  068,  920 

800,  250 
800,  250 
1, 327,  682 

$1, 940, 548 
6, 428, 891 
568,  628 
208,  950 
2, 092,  640 
2, 024,  855 
873, 369 
2,  627,  837 
145, 912 
1, 159,  334 
451,  260 
1, 153,  508 

$540,  208 
1,615,515 
287,607 
121, 250 
474,  439 
414,845 
273,  683 
591,  968 
310,  556 
121, 250 

$11,902,112 
34, 493,  576 
5,  548,  478 
2, 330, 825 
10,  823,  604 
9,  219, 393 
6, 156, 467 
13, 069, 301 
5,  578, 409 
3,  281,  209 
2,  451, 885 
3, 751, 138 

Puerto  Rico... . .  _  _ 

NATIONAL  SYSTEM  OF  INTERSTATE  HIGHWAYS 


This  is  a  system  designated  in  accordance  with  section  7  of  the 
1944  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  consisting  of  not  to  exceed  40,000 
miles  of  roads  selected  so  as  to  connect  principal  metropolitan  areas,  C 
cities,  and  industries,  and  to  serve  national  defense.  Prior  to  the 
1952  Highway  Act,  no  funds  had  been  earmarked  or  authorized  ex¬ 
clusively  for  this  network.  An  authorization  of  $25  million  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  1952  act.  This  bill  increases  the  amount  to  $150  mil¬ 
lion  in  recognition  of  the  network’s  value  as  the  backbone  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  transportation  system,  its  high  degree  of  national  importance, 
and  its  greater  cost  due  to  higher  standards  required  by  intensity  of 
use. 

As  explained  in  preceding  paragraphs,  this  network  is  a  part  of  the 
primary  system  and  is  eligible  to  receive  Federal  aid  from  both  pri¬ 
mary  and  urban  funds.  In  recent  years  as  much  as  34  percent  of 
primary  funds  and  46  percent  of  urban  funds  have  been  used  on  the 
interstate  network.  Even  with  this  large  increase  in  the  interstate 
fund,  it  is  probable  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  primary  and 
urban  funds  will  continue  to  be  used  on  the  interstate  network  be¬ 
cause  the  deficiencies  are  more  serious  than  on  many  of  the  other 
primary  and  urban  roads. 

In  further  recognition  of  this  network’s  greater  importance,  cost, 
and  national  interest,  the  committee  has  provided  for  a  matching 
ratio  of  60  percent  Federal  and  40  percent  State,  plus  the  usual  ( 
adjustment  for  States  having  nontaxable  Federal  lands. 

The  House  bill  contains  a  provision  that  the  interstate  funds  cannot 
be  apportioned  unless  a  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  at  the  rate  of  not 
less  than  2  cents  per  gallon  is  in  effect  9  months  prior  to  the  final  year 
for  which  the  funds  would  be  authorized.  The  committee  feels  that 
highway  improvement  is  so  vital  to  the  national  economy  that  it 
should  not  be  made  contingent  upon  the  retention  of  any  particular 
element  of  the  Federal  tax  structure.  Since  the  gasoline  tax  was  never 
dedicated  to  Federal  highway  expenditures,  this  proposal  would  seem 
to  be  no  more  logical  than  to  make  the  authorizations  for  many  other 
expenditures  contingent  upon  other  specific  Federal  taxes.  In  any 
event,  an  approach  of  this  type,  which  might  be  construed  as  an  in¬ 
direct  dedication  of  tax  revenues,  should  be  considered  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  the  Congress  in  conjunction  with  their  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  tax  structure.  This  committee  has  therefore 
omitted  that  provision  from  this  bill. 
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TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS  BETWEEN  SYSTEMS 

The  House  bill  included  a  provision  which  would  permit  the  transfer 
of  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  any  State 
in  any  year  from  any  of  the  3  systems — primary,  secondary,  and 
urban — to  either  of  the  others,  with  the  limitation  that  the  total  of 
any  such  transfers  shall  not  increase  the  original  apportionment  under 
any  of  the  3  systems  by  more  than  25  percent.  The  purpose  of  the 
provision  was  stated  to  be  in  the  interest  of  flexibility. 

It  has  been  noted,  however,  that  if  this  transfer  authority  were 
exercised  to  the  maximum  of  its  limitation,  any  one  of  the  systems 
could  be  reduced  50  percent  while  the  other  two  would  be  increased 
25  percent  each.  The  following  table  shows  what  this  would  do  to  the 
basic  division  among  the  three  systems  which  was  established  by 
Congress  in  1944. 

[Percent] 


System 

Basie  divi¬ 
sion  under 

Resulting  division  if  50  percent  is  trans¬ 
ferred  away  from — 

existing  law 

Primary 

Secondary 

Urban 

45 

22.  50 

52.  5 

51.  25 

30 

41.25 

15.  0 

36.  25 

25 

36.25 

32.5 

12.50 

It  is  recognized  that  some  degree  of  flexibility  may  be  useful  in  the 
application  of  funds  to  be  distributed  among  various  public  works 
projects.  It  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  that  the 
division  among  the  systems  was  a  very  difficult  matter  to  resolve  with 
reasonable  equity  to  the  interests  of  all  the  States  when  it  was  raised 
in  1944.  After  serious,  extensive  study  of  the  problem,  it  was  re¬ 
solved  and  accepted  by  adoption  in  the  Highway  Act  of  1944.  That 
act  also  included  certain  provisions  which  would  allow  some  degree 
of  flexibility  in  that  secondary  funds  could  be  used  on  the  other  sys¬ 
tems  under  certain  conditions.  These  provisions  and  the  names  of 
the  States  which  have  made  use  of  them  are  as  follows: 

Section  3  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  reads  in  part 
as  follows: 

Provided,  further,  That  any  of  such  funds  for  secondary  and  feeder  roads  which  are 
apportioned  to  a  State  in  which  all  public  roads  and  highways  are  under  the  con¬ 
trol  and  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  may,  if  the  State  highway 
department  and  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  jointly  agree  that  such  funds 
are  not  needed  for  secondary  and  feeder  roads,  be  expended  for  projects  in  such 
State  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

The  following  States  qualify  under  this  provision:  Delaware,  North 
Carolina,  West  Virginia,  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico. 

Transfers  have  been  approved  in  the  following  States:  Delaware, 
District  of  Columbia,  North  Carolina. 

Section  3  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  which 
authorized  funds  for  projects  on  the  secondary  road  system  reads  in 
part  as  follows: 

*  *  *  Provided  further,  That  in  any  State  having  a  population  density  of  more 
than  two  hundred  per  square  mile,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census,  the  said  system  may  be  selected  by  the  State  highway  department  with 
the  approval  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  without  regard  to  included 
municipal  boundaries:  *  *  * 

S.  Kept.  1093,  83-2 - 2 
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The  following  is  a  list  of  States  which  have  population  densities  of 
200  or  more  per  square  mile  according  to  the  1950  census:  Connecti¬ 
cut,  District  of  Columbia,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  Jersey, 
New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island,  Puerto  Rico.  All  of  the 
above  States  have  applied  secondary  funds  to  improvements  inside 
urban  areas. 

It  may  be  noted  that  any  State  could  transfer  secondary  funds  to 
the  primary,  urban,  and  interstate  categories  of  the  primary  system 
under  the  provisions  of  existing  law  if  the  State  should  pass  legisla¬ 
tion  placing  all  of  its  public  roads  and  highways  under  the  control 
and  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department.  In  view  of  the 
foregoing,  and  recognizing  further  that  the  large  increase  of  interstate 
funds  recommended  in  the  bill  provides  a  greater  source  and  flexi¬ 
bility  in  the  application  of  funds  for  the  primary,  urban,  and  inter¬ 
state  categories,  the  committee  believes  that  the  25  percent  transfer 
provision  should  be  passed  over  at  least  until  a  more  convincing  case 
can  be  made  for  its  adoption.  If  any  serious  fault  exists  in  the  basic 
division  which  has  been  adhered  to  since  its  adoption  in  1944,  the 
facts  should  be  developed  and  presented  in  full,  and  any  changes 
found  advisable  should  be  proposed  for  direct  consideration  rather 
than  by  indirection. 

SECONDARY  ROADS 

The  House  bill  includes  a  provision  with  respect  to  secondary  roads 
which  permits  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  discharge  his  respon¬ 
sibility  relative  to  plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction  of 
secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified 
statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
the  State  standards  and  procedures  applicable  to  projects  in  this 
category  approved  by  him.  The  purpose  is  to  allow  the  Secretary  to 
reduce  some  of  the  present  administrative  procedures  and  pass  on  to 
the  States  more  of  the  responsibility  and  latitude  in  administering  the 
secondary  road  program.  The  committee  concurs  generally  in  this 
purpose  but  has  modified  the  House  language  so  as  to  insure  that  it 
will  continue  the  provisions  of  section  1  (b)  of  the  1950  act  which 
require  that  the  secondary  road  projects  shall  be  selected  and  the 
specifications  with  respect  thereto  shall  be  determined  by  the  State 
highway  department  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation 
with  each  other.  It  was  also  modified  to  insure  that  the  provisions 
of  existing  law  regarding  maintenance  will  continue  to  be  applicable. 

FEDERALLY  BUILT  ROADS  ON  OR  TO  FEDERALLY  OWNED  OR  CONTROLLED 

LANDS 

The  testimony  shows  that  a  large  backlog  also  exists  in  the  roads  on 
federally  owned  or  controlled  lands.  The  responsibility  for  improving 
and  maintaining  these  roads  lies  wholly  with  the  Federal  Government. 
Some  of  these,  such  as  the  forest  highways,  are  portions  of  through- 
state  or  interstate  highways,  and  Federal  funds  must  be  provided  so 
that  these  federally  owned  links  can  be  kept  up  in  a  condition  com¬ 
parable  to  the  adjoining  State-owned  Federal-aid  roads. 

The  forest  roads  and  trails  must  be  improved  to  permit  economical 
marketing  of  timber  on  a  sustained-yield  basis.  According  to  the 
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testimony,  the  financial  loss  to  the  Federal  Government  through  in¬ 
ability  to  market  mature  timber  was  about  $20  million  in  gross  reve¬ 
nue  in  the  fiscal  year  1953.  Likewise,  the  park  roads  and  trails  are 
deteriorating  seriously  because  of  a  greatly  increased  volume  of  visi¬ 
tors,  coupled  with  insufficient  funds  for  adequate  improvement  and 
maintenance.  Similar  deficiencies  were  noted  with  respect  to  the 
Indian  roads,  parkways,  and  public-land  roads.  Typical  of  the  pub¬ 
lic-lands  roads  on  which  much  work  remains  to  be  done  are  those  por¬ 
tions  of  routes  U.  S.  59  and  271  which  lie  in  the  Ouachita  National 
Forest  in  Oklahoma. 

The  committee  has  increased  the  authorizations  for  most  of  these 
roads  a  slight  amount  over  the  current  level.  In  order  to  encourage 
a  speedier  reduction  of  the  existing  backlog,  the  committee  feels  that 
these  roads  should  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Federal-aid 
systems.  It  has  included  language  providing  for  the  use  of  cor  tract 
authorizations  with  the  same  2-year  extension  of  availability  and 
lapsing  provisions  which  apply  to  the  Federal-aid  systems.  It  is  ex- 
)  pected  that  this  will  result  in  better  progress  consistent  with  the 
objective  upon  which  this  bill  is  based,  for  bringing  our  entire  na¬ 
tional  highway  transportation  system  up  to  standards  needed  to  meet 
the  traffic  demands. 

A  comparison  of  the  amounts  relating  to  this  class  of  roads  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  existing  law,  in  the  House  bill,  and  in  the  Senate  bill  is  shown 
in  the  following  table: 


Present  law 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

$22, 500, 000 
22, 500, 000 
10, 000, 000 
10,000, 000 
10, 000, 000 
2, 500  000 

$22,  .500, 000 
22,  500,  000 
10, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 
10, 000,000 

$25, 000, 000 
25, 000, 000 
12,  500, 000 
12,  500, 000 
12, 500, 000 
2,  500, 000 

Forest  roads  and  trails _ _ _  _ . . 

Park  roads  and  trails.  _  . . .  . ..  .  _  .  _ 

Parkways _ _ _ _ _ 

Indian  roads _  _  _  -  _ 

Public  lands _ _ _  _ _ .  ... _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

77, 500, 000 

75, 000, 000 

90,000,000 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY  AND  RAMA  ROAD 

The  Inter-American  Highway  is  a  continuous  route  extending  from 
Panama  northward  through  all  but  one  of  the  Central  American 
countries  and  connecting  with  interstate  routes  in  the  United  States. 
About  1,500  miles  in  Mexico  has  been  built  entirely  with  Mexican 
funds.  Congress  enacted  legislation  in  1941  providing  for  partici¬ 
pation  by  the  United  States  largely  because  of  its  defense  value  at 
that  time  and  other  benefits  that  could  be  anticipated  from  the 
opening  of  this  area  to  the  interchange  of  commerce  over  a  through 
transportation  artery.  Existing  law  provides  for  an  authorization  of 
$8  million  per  year  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1953  and  1954.  As 
these  amounts  have  not  been  fully  used,  the  House  bill  did  not  include 
any  amounts  for  succeeding  years.  The  committee  believes  that 
appropriate  amounts  should  be  included  at  this  time  as  continued 
evidence  of  good  faith  in  the  development  of  this  important  highway 
which  will  produce  stronger  commercial  relations  with  the  good 
neighbors  to  the  south  of  our  border.  Accordingly,  it  has  approved 
further  authorizations  in  the  amount  of  $8  million  per  year  for  the 
next  5  years,  which  is  estimated  to  be  sufficient  for  completion  of  the 
participation  of  the  United  States  in  the  highway. 
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The  committee  likewise  has  approved  an  amount  of  $2  million  per 
year  for  the  next  2  years  for  the  Rama  Road,  which  will  be  sufficient 
to  finish  the  road  and  will  complete  the  diplomatic  obligation  entered 
into  several  years  ago  with  Nicaragua. 

RESEARCH 

The  committee  has  approved  language  which  would  clarify  and 
broaden  the  existing  authorizations  for  highway  research  by  spelling 
out  several  of  the  principal  subjects  on  which  research  may  be  under¬ 
taken.  This  is  considered  advisable  so  that  any  possible  concern 
over  the  sufficiency  of  existing  law  will  not  serve  to  retard  the  excellent 
work  that  is  now  being  done  and  remains  to  be  done  in  this  field.  The 
committee  received  requests  for  an  increase  in  amounts  previously 
provided  for  safety  studies.  It  may  be  noted  that  safety  is  one  of  the 
research  subjects  spelled  out  in  the  new  language.  This  will  serve  to 
remove  previous  specific  limitations  on  safety  studies  and  will  allow 
them  to  be  expanded  within  the  overall  limitation  for  administrative 
expenses  to  which  all  research  costs  are  chargeable.  The  committee’s 
attention  was  also  called  to  growing  concern  over  the  lack  of  uni¬ 
formity  in  weight  and  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public 
highways.  It  has  provided  for  including  in  the  research  program 
further  studies  on  this  subject  and  on  the  feasibility  of  uniformity 
in  State  regulations  relating  thereto.  The  Secretary  will  be  expected 
to  report  to  the  committees  of  Congress  from  time  to  time  on  the 
progress  and  findings  on  these  matters. 

UTILITY  RELOCATIONS 

The  committee  heard  considerable  testimony  from  owners  and 
operators  of  various  public  utilities  concerning  the  heavy  financial 
burden  placed  upon  them  when  reconstruction  or  modernization  of 
highways  requires  that  their  facilities  be  moved  from  their  prior  loca¬ 
tions  on  the  highway  right-of-way.  It  was  stated  that  in  some 
instances  the  relocation  expense  represented  such  a  large  proportion 
of  their  total  capital  investment  that  they  would  be  forced  out  of 
business,  thereby  depriving  large  numbers  of  customers  from  needed 
services.  In  other  cases  it  was  stated  that  they  would  have  to  make 
large  increases  in  the  rates  charged  to  their  customers. 

In  most  instances,  these  utilities  are  occupying  the  public  highway 
rights-of-way  by  sufferance,  and  it  appears  that  they  receive  some 
advantage  because  of  the  convenience  of  the  existence  of  the  higlnvay 
as  a  means  of  access  for  maintaining  and  servicing  their  facilities. 
The  utilities  are  now  seeking  legislation  in  the  Federal- Aid  Act  which 
would  require  that  they  be  reimbursed  for  relocation  of  their  facilities, 
either  wholly  or  in  part  from  Federal  funds. 

The  data  presented  at  the  hearings  seem  to  show  that  some  inequity 
does  exist  in  the  assessment  of  utility  relocation  costs  under  present 
conditions.  The  testimony  does  not  indicate,  however,  what,  if  any, 
responsibility  might  be  attributed  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
this  situation.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  such  inequities  a.- 
may  exist  arise  largely  because  of  the  relationships  between  the  utilities 
and  the  State  and  local  governments  which  own  or  control  the  highway 
rights-of-way. 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


13 


Under  existing  Federal-aid  law,  the  Federal  Government  can  and 
does  reimburse  the  States  for  the  Federal  matching  share  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  Federal-aid  roads.  If  the  State,  pursuant  to 
its  own  laws  and  regulations,  is  able  to  certify  that  utility  relocation 
expense  is  a  proper  charge  to  the  construction  cost  of  a  highway,  then 
that  expense  is  included  in  the  total  construction  cost  for  which  the 
State  is  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  extent  of  the 
Federal  share,  which  is  basically  50  percent  of  the  total  cost.  If, 
however,  because  of  inhibitions  in  its  laws  and  regulations,  the  State 
is  unable  to  certify  utility  relocation  expense  as  a  proper  charge  to  the 
highway-construction  cost,  then  there  is  no  avenue  under  existing 
Federal-aid  law  by  which  any  Federal  funds  could  be  applied  toward 
meeting  the  relocation  expense. 

It  is  clear  that  such  inequities  as  may  exist  are  due  to  relationships 
between  the  utilities  and  the  State  or  local  governments  rather  than 
relationships  with  the  Federal  Government.  It  would  seem  neither 
feasible  nor  desirable  for  the  Federal  Government  to  give  direction 
)  to  those  local  relationships  by  force  of  application  of  Federal  funds. 
Furthermore,  no  evidence  was  presented  as  to  any  attempt  to  resolve 
the  local  relationships  among  the  parties  directly  involved. 

The  committee  feels,  however,  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  have  a 
thorough  study  and  analysis  of  all  factors  relating  to  this  problem, 
including  estimates  of  costs  and  analyses  of  existing  State  laws  and 
regulations.  It  has  therefore  approved  language  calling  for  such  a 
study,  with  a  report  to  be  made  to  the  President  for  transmittal  to 
Congress  not  later  than  February  1,  1955.  It  is  expected  that  this 
study  will  be  conducted  on  the  basis  of  impartial  facts  and  objectivity. 

CLARIFICATION  OF  EXISTING  HIGHWAY  LAW 

Over  the  years,  there  have  been  many  modifications  of  the  laws 
governing  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  In  the  38  years  of 
growth  since  the  program  was  initiated,  it  was  inevitable  that  various 
overlapping,  conflicts,  and  duplications  would  creep  into  the  large 
body  of  law  accumulated  over  that,  period.  This  has  never  operated 
to  retard  progress  of  the  program,  but  as  time  goes  on  uncertainties 
in  interpretations  of  the  laws  are  likely  to  increase.  The  committee 
)has  therefore  adopted  language  which  directs  the  Secretary  to  prepare 
and  submit  to  the  committees  of  Congress  a  suggested  draft  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  will  incorporate  the  substantive  provisions  of  existing 
law  together  with  such  modifications  as  may  be  advisable  to  clarify 
any  uncertainties  that  might  arise. 

HIGHWAY  FINANCING  STUDY 

The  committee  believes  that  the  magnitude  of  the  existing  problems 
of  financing  an  adequate  national  highway  system  make  it  timely 
to  call  upon  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  to  make  a  compre¬ 
hensive  study7  of  all  phases  of  these  problems  including  studies  of  the 
progress  and  feasibility  of  toll  roads  and  their  possibile  effects  upon 
the  Federal-aid  programs.  Some  concern  has  also  been  expressed  as 
to  coordination  of  toll  roads  with  one  another  and  with  connections 
to  the  Federal-aid  systems.  Language  directing  a  study  for  these 
purposes  has  been  incorporated  in  the  bill. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  25  (legislative  clay,  March  1),  1954 

Mr.  Martin  (for  himself,  Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Kuchel,  Mr.  Beall,  Mr.  Upton,  Mr. 
Chavez,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Gore,  Mr.  Burke,  and 
Mr.  Thye)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

March  25  (legislative  day,  March  1),  1954 
Reported  by  Mr.  Case,  without  amendment 


To  amend  and  supplement  the  Eederal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Eederal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $760,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1957. 


I 


2 


1  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 

2  available  for  expenditure  as  follows : 

3  (a)  $342,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri- 

4  mary  highway  system. 

5  (b)  $228,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec- 

6  ondary  system. 

7  (c)  $190,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri- 

8  mary  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects  on 

9  approved  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 

10  within  urban  areas. 

11  The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year, 

12  respectively,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 

13  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with 

14  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  High- 

15  way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat. 

16  838) . 

17  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provision 

18  of  this  section  shall  he  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State 

19  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such 

20  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remain- 

21  ing  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Pro- 

22  vided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  he  deemed  to 

23  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums 

24  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by 

25  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
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improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  apportioned 
to  any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
way  system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  discharge  his 
responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  design,  inspection,  and 
construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving 
and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 
department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  the  respective  States  applicable  to  projects  in 
this  category  approved  by  him  in  accordance  with  the  objec¬ 
tives  set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1950,  and  containing  satisfactory  assurances  that  such 
projects  will  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas, 
designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $150,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
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following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half 
in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  40  per  centum  of 
such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  unre¬ 
served  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual 
and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which 
such  sums  are  authorized :  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section. 
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(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the 
period  during  which  it  is  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  terms  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of 
$25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 ;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $25,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided, 
That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings 
shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views 
as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction:  Provided  farther,  That  hereafter  funds 
available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also 
be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:  Provided  further, 
That  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
shall  he  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  ex- 
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penditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) . 
as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $12,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,500,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
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1  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year 

2  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 

3  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 

4  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 

5  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi- 

6  tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 

7  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

8  Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

9  section  10  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64 

10  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

11  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance 

12  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public 

13  lands,  nontaxahle  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations 

14  the  sum  of  $2,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

15  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

16  1957,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

17  Sec.  6.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author- 
13  ized  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 

19  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public 

20  lands  highways  shall  be  immediately  available  for  contract: 

21  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two 

22  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 

23  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  Department  charged  with 

24  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  authority 

25  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  con- 
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tracts  under  such  authorizations  and  his  action  in  doing  so 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof  and  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so  obligated. 

Sec.  7.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  co¬ 
operation  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway”,  approved  December 
26,  1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September 
7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized, 
the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to 
and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to 
cooperate  with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics 
situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the  Governments 
of  the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala, 
Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction  of  the  Inter- American  Highway 
within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid  Republics,  respectively. 
Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the  appropriation  authorized  for 
each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find 
that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or 
countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66 
Stat.  158),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for 
completing  the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable 
agreement  with  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That 
the  survey  and  construction  work  authorized  by  the  said 
section  5  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
in  his  discretion  to  engage  in  research  on  all  phases  of  high¬ 
way  construction,  reconstruction,  modernization,  develop¬ 
ment,  design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing,  and  traffic  con¬ 
ditions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State  laws,  and  is 
authorized  to  test,  develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  develop¬ 
ing  of  any  material,  invention,  patented  article,  or  process. 
The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  authority  granted  hereby, 
either  independently,  or  in  cooperation  with  any  other  branch 
S.  3184 - 2 
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of  the  Government,  State  agency,  authority,  association,  in¬ 
stitution,  corporation  (profit  or  nonprofit),  or  any  other 
organization,  or  person.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  taken  out  of  the 
administrative  and  research  funds  authorized  by  section  21 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended. 
The  provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (41 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  5)  shall  not  he  applicable  to  contracts  or 
agreements  made  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  highway  research 
program  herein  authorized  studies  of  desirable  weight  and 
size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public  highways  and  of 
the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in  State  regulations  with  respect 
to  such  standards,  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  tune  to  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  the  progress  and  findings  with  respect 
to  such  studies. 

Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  hereby 
directed  to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  and  other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the 
problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  reconstruction 
of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  improve¬ 
ments  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things,  such 
a  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  exist- 
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1  ing  relationships  between  the  State  highway  departments  and 

2  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various  State 

3  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to  the  end  that  a  full 

4  and  informative  report  may  he  made  to  the  President  for 

5  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  not  later 

6  than  February  1, 1955. 

7  Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and 

8  directed  to  transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 

9  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  not  later  than 

10  December  31,  1954,  a  suggested  draft  of  a  hill  or  hills  for  a 

11  Federal  Highway  Act,  which  will  include  such  provisions  of 

12  existing  law,  and  such  changed  or  new  provisions  as  the 

13  Secretary  deems  advisable.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit 

14  a  report  commenting  on  the  draft  of  bill  or  bills,  which  shall 

15  include  specific  reference  to  each  change  in,  or  omission  of, 

16  any  provision  of  existing  law. 

17  Sec.  12.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author- 

18  ized  and  directed  to  make  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  phases 

19  of  highway  financing,  including  a  study  of  the  progress  and 

20  feasibility  of  toll  roads  with  particular  attention  to  the  possi- 

21  ble  effects  of  such  toll  roads  upon  the  Federal-aid  highway 

22  programs,  and  coordination  thereof,  and  to  make  a  report  of 

23  his  findings  including  recommendations  with  respect  to  Fed- 

24  eral  participation  in  toll  roads,  to  he  submitted  to  the  Congress 
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not  later  than  February  1,  1955:  Provided ,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $100,000  from  funds  available  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  expended  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  13.  At  any  time  that  the  President  may  determine 
that  the  level  of  national  employment  is  such  as  to  warrant 
an  increase  in  the  volume  of  highway  construction,  he  is 
hereby  authorized  to  advance  the  effective  dates  of  any 
authorizations  in  this  Act,  except  the  authorizations  in  sec¬ 
tions  7  and  8,  to  a  date  not  more  than  one  year  earlier  than 
the  dates  which  would  otherwise  become  effective. 

Sec.  14.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate 
planning  and  coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  Eiver  Eoad 
and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley 
from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  general  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Eoad  Act  of  July  11, 
1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the 
Congress  November  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24,  1949 
(Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress) ,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  the  Secreta^  of  Commerce 
from  general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $100,000; 
the  amount  expended  under  this  section  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  ten  States  bordering  the  Mississippi  Eiver  in  pro- 
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portion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective  States 
for  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections  of  this 
highway  project  as  approved  hy  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
in  cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  there¬ 
with. 

Sec.  15.  The  term  “highway”,  as  defined  in  section  2 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42 
Stat.  212),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed 
to  include  “tunnels”. 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as 
a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions 
through  urban  areas,  connecting  points  on  that  system,  pro¬ 
vided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such  exten¬ 
sions  shall  he  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  17.  (a)  Highway  construction  work  performed  in 
pursuance  of  agreements  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  any  State  highway  department  which  requires  approval 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  which  is  financed  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  funds  authorized  under  this  or  succeeding  Acts, 
shall  be  performed  by  contract  awarded  by  competitive  bid¬ 
ding  under  such  procedures  as  may  by  regulations  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  shall  affirmatively  find  that,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  relating  to  a  given  project,  some  other  method  is  in 
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the  public  interest.  All  such  findings  shall  be  reported 
promptly  in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  of  any  contract  for  such  highway  construction 
work  is  required,  the  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  such  approval  a  sworn  statement  executed  by, 
or  on  behalf  of,  the  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation 
to  whom  such  contract  is  to  he  awarded,  certifying  that  such 
person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  has  not,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly,  entered  into  any  agreement,  participated 
in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any  action  in  restraint 
of  free  competitive  bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

Sec.  18.  Section  1020  of  title  18  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“§  1020.  Highway  projects 

“Whoever,  being  an  officer,  agent,  or  employee  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  State  or  Territory,  or  whoever, 
whether  a  person,  association,  firm,  or  corporation,  know¬ 
ingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false  representation,  or 
false  report  as  to  the  character,  quality,  quantity,  or  cost  of 
the  material  used  or  to  be  used,  or  the  quantity  or  quality 
of  the  work  performed  or  to  be  performed,  or  the  costs 
thereof  in  connection  with  the  submission  of  plans,  maps, 
specifications,  contracts,  or  costs  of  construction  of  any  high- 
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way  or  related  project  submitted  for  approval  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce ;  or 

“ Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false 
representation,  false  report,  or  false  claim  with  respect  to  the 
character,  quality,  quantity,  or  cost  of  any  work  performed 
or  to  he  performed,  or  materials  furnished  or  to  he  furnished, 
in  connection  with  the  construction  of  any  highway  or 
related  project  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce;  or 
“Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement  or 
false  representation  as  to  a  material  fact  in  any  statement, 
certificate,  or  report  submitted  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

“Shall  he  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not 
more  than  five  years,  or  both.” 

Sec.  19.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785)  ;  and  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25, 
1952  (66  Stat.  158),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  20.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir- 


16 


1  cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and 

2  the  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provi- 

3  sion  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected 

4  thereby. 

5  Sec.  21.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsist- 

6  ent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and 

7  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

8  Sec.  22.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 

9  Highway  Act  of  1954”. 
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havV it  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  Senator  Ives  on  the  Occasion 
op  the  133\  Anniversary  of  the  Inde¬ 
pendence  of  iEreece,  March  25,  1954 
Once  again  it  lH.  my  privilege  to  greet  and 
congratulate  thoseVf  my  fellow  citizens  who 
trace  their  ancestry N)  the  shores  of  Greece. 

All  of  the  free  worfo  owes  an  incalculable 
debt  to  Greece.  It  isVi  debt  that  can  be 
traced  back  to  the  earnest  glories  of  that 
nation— an  era  that  gave  Vie  world  so  much 
of  its  culture,  its  art,  it^k  philosophy,  its 
literature.  The  glory  that  was  Greece  has 
indeed  become  through  the 'centuries  the 
glory  of  the  entire  human  race 

And  in  modern  times,  too,  Greece  has  been 
able  to  inspire  humanity.  ThougiV  commu¬ 
nism  blazed  at  its  very  borders,  Greece  clung 
indomitably  to  its  beliefs  in  the  independ¬ 
ence  and  in  the  dignity  of  man.  N  has 
never  been  afraid  to  fight  for  freedom.  \&nd 
while  it  fought  for  freedom  it  never  allowed 
itself  to  be  terrorized  by  greater  odds. 

We  in  America  are  proud  of  the  fact  that\ 
we  were  able  to  lend  Greece  support  against 
such  odds.  The  Greek  people  know  that 
this  country  is  a  friend  and  ally  which  will 
never  flinch  in  the  common  struggle  to 
establish  human  liberty  everywhere  on  this 
earth.  When  we  observe  Greece's  day  of  in¬ 
dependence,  as  we  do  on  this  March  25,  we 
observe  a  day  which  is  significant  and  sym¬ 
bolic  of  freedom  the  world  over. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
join  my  colleagues  in  paying  tribute  to 
Greece.  In  Minnesota  we  have  many 
outstanding  businessmen  who  came  from 
Greece,  and  we  are  very  proud  of  their 
accomplishments  in  our  State. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
133d  anniversary  of  Greek  independence 
is  a  fitting  occasion  to  pay  tribute  to  a 
proud  and  determined  people  which  to¬ 
day  upholds  the  cause  of  democracy  and 
freedom  on  the  Balkan  Peninsula  just  as 
it  did  more  than  2,000  years  ago.  After 
having  suffered  both  Nazi-Fascist  and 
Communist  terror,  Greece  is  today  grad¬ 
ually  inching  its  way  forward  to  the  goal 
of  achieving  economic  and  political  sta¬ 
bility  within  the  democratic  framework. 

As  Americans  we  can  proudly  say  that 
we  have  helped  make  it  possible  for,, 
Greece  to  be  free  today.  It  was  tl 
courage  of  the  former  President  Hacfy 
S.  Truman,  his  determination  not  orfiy  to 
talk  against  Communists  but  to /light 
them  where  it  really  counted,  that  pre¬ 
served  the  freedom  of  Greece/ against 
Soviet  aggression.  When  many  Ameri¬ 
cans  were  too  complacent/to  concern 
themselves  with  the  gathering  storm  on 
the  international  scene,  .Harry  Truman 
saw  the  danger.  He  called  the  Congress 
into  special  session  la /e  in  1947  to  pro¬ 
pose  the  now  famous  Truman  doctrine. 
This  was  the  step  that  alerted  our  coun¬ 
try  to  the  Communist  danger  and  ulti¬ 
mately  stopped  /lie  Soviet  aggressor. 

Thus  Greeceos  free  today,  free  to  cele¬ 
brate  its  Independence  Day  in  the  very 
country  in/which  the  democratic  form 
of  govermnent  was  first  evolved,  and  on 
this  occasion  it  is  appropriate  for  us  to 
extend/our  felicitations  to  the  descend¬ 
ants  pi  the  people  from  whom  the  West¬ 
ern/World  has  derived  so  much  of  its 
heritage. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
'is  the  133d  anniversary  of  Greek  inde¬ 


pendence  in  1821  and  the  rebirth  of  that 
great  and  glorious  nation.  Through¬ 
out  the  133  years  the  courageous  people 
of  Greece  have  constantly  and  nobly  de¬ 
fended  their  liberties.  As  fighters  for 
freedom  and  liberty  in  the  world,  they 
have  earned  our  high  admiration  and 
heartfelt  gratitude. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  in  connection  with  my  remarks,  a 
statement  by  myself  on  this  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman 

Today  we  celebrate  the  anniversary  which 
must  stir  the  heart  and  soul  of  every  free 
man  everywhere  in  the  world.  This  is  the 
133d  anniversary  of  Greek  independence — of 
the  rebirth  of  the  great  nation  of  Greece, 
whose  past  glories  were,  by  the  great  events 
of  1821,  given  lineal  continuity  in  the  mod¬ 
ern  Greek  nation. 

All  free  men  everywhere  must  be  aware 
of  the  basic  legacy  which  they  have  inher¬ 
ited  from  the  ancient  struggles  and  achieve 


persons  out  of  an.  overall  authorization 
211,000  have  been  admitted  to  the  Uni/ed 
States.  Unless  the  unworkable  featui/re  of 
the  Refugee  Relief  Act  are  removed,  Jr  will 
turn  out  to  be  a  fraud  not  only  u/m  the 
American  people,  but  also  upon  oytr  friends 
throughout  the  world. 

On  this  anniversary  of  GreeK  independ¬ 
ence,  I  wish  to  repledge  my  efforts  to  Ameri¬ 
cans  of  Greek  descent,  and  to  the  people  of 
Greece  who  are  so  fundamentally  concerned 
with  the  operation  of  our/mmigration  laws, 
to  continue  to  work  for  the  revision  and  lib¬ 
eralization  of  these  lay/. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  /Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  statement  by  me  in  tribute 
to  the  Greek  p'eople. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  Ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

St/Ttement  by  Senator  Douglas 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  today  to  one  of  the 
great.' peoples  of  the  world,  the  Greeks. 
Though  a  small  nation,  no  peoples  have  had 
a, more  brilliant  history  than  the  Greeks  in 
/lie  sciences,  arts,  letters,  and  in  government. 
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ents  of  the  Greek  people.  Wherever  free  /  Today  is  the  133d  anniversary  of  Greek 


sn  gather  they  must  recall  the  couragj 
ariH  sacrifice  of  Leonidas  at  Thermopyla' 
the\reat  ideological  contributions  of  Plato 
and  Socrates,  and  the  great  achievements  in 
statecrlsft  of  Theseus  and  Pericles.  / 

One  Hundred  and  thirty-three  v/ars  ago 
the  Greek  people,  armed  with  these  great 
traditions, 'recaptured  their  independence. 
In  very  recent  years  they  had' to  struggle 
again  to  regain  and  retain  t/lat  independ¬ 
ence  and  that  freedom.  Asjdin,  the  people 
of  Greece  stood\fast  against  the  gathered 
forces  of  tyranny, Nand  ag/in  they  held  firm. 
Today,  the  people  of\Gre/ce,  as  acknowledged 
allies  of  the  United  T&tfates,  stand  guard  on 
the  borders  of  the  Soviet  Union.  We  are 
proud  that  we  were  able  to  assist  in  their 
historic  victory  of/l947-5jk through  the  mili¬ 
tary-aid  prograoi  and  tins  Marshall  plan. 
In  more  recen/  months  we\have  been  able 
to  assist  in  /the  rehabilitation  of  Greece 
through  th/  point  4  program^  I  believe 
firmly  tha/  we  must  continue  t\  work  with 
the  Greek  people  in  our  mutuah-aid  pro¬ 
grams./'  \ 

We/ave  another  obligation  to  theXyaliant 
people  of  Greece  which  we  have  not  ful¬ 
filled,  and  which  we  in  the  United  States. 

ist  rectify.  I  speak  now  of  our  immigra¬ 
tion  laws.  \ 

The  McCarran -Walter  Immigration  Act  al-  . 
locates  a  pitifully  small  quota  for  individ¬ 
uals  born  in  Greece  desiring  to  come  to  the 
United  States.  The  annual  quota  is  only 
310 — and  half  of  that  number  is  mortgaged 
until  the  year  2013.  This  means  that  im¬ 
migration  from  Greece  is  cut  down  to  a 
trickle  and  reserved  to  those  with  a  very 
high  priority  who  have  long  been  on  the 
waiting  list. 

This  disgraceful  treatment  of  the  Greek 
people  is  a  result  of  the  national  origins 
quota  system  of  the  McCarran-Walter  Act. 
I  believe  that  all  Americans  must  dedicate 
themselves  to  the  .elimination  of  this  system 
which  is  an  affront  to  the  very  concept  of 
Americanism  and  an  insult  to  our  allies  and 
friends  throughout  the  world.  We  must  re¬ 
place  the  national  origins  quota  system  and 
the  entire  McCarran-Walter  Act  with  a  just 
and  humane  law  that  will  reflect  the  great 
American  traditions  of  justice,  equality,  and 
humanity  for  all  peoples. 

I  had  hoped  that  the  Refugee  Relief  Act  of 
1953  would,  in  some  small  part,  counteract 
the  worst  features  of  the  McCarran-Walter 
Act  and  extend  some  additional  immigration 
quotas  to  the  Greek  peoples.  My  hopes  were 
not  well  founded.  This  emergency  measure 
has  so  far  turned  out  to  be  unworkable.  In 
the  first  8  months  of  its  operation  only  7 


independence.  After  centuries  of  oppression 
under  tyrannical  rule,  it  was  in  1821  that  the 
Greeks  threw  off  the  yoke  of  the  Ottoman 
Turks  and  proclaimed  their  independence. 
The  Greeks  have  always  fought  bravely  for 
freedom  and  independence.  They  fought 
brilliantly  in  World  War  II,  and  emerged 
once  again  from  subjection  into  the  bright 
light  of  freedom.  Communism,  with  the 
Greeks  again  fighting  bravely,  met  its  first 
real  setback  on  this  great  little  peninsula. 

Who  has  not  read  and  thrilled  at  the  great 
plays  of  Aeschylus,  Euripides,  Sophocles,  and 
the  comedies  of  Aristophanes;  the  logic  and 
wisdom  of  Plato  and  Aristotle;  the  histories 
of  Thucydided  and  Xenophon.  In  the  art 
of  sculpture  the  Greeks  have  never  been 
excelled.  « 

To  attempt  to  catalog  the  living  stream  of 
wondrous  thought,  arts,  and  sciences  that 
has  come  down  to  us  today  from  the  people 
of  Greece  would  be  impossible  in  this  place. 
Libraries  of  history  will  forever  testify  to 
their  contributions  to  the  human  race. 
Moreover,  they  knew  freedom — the  freedom 
of  debate  and  popular  government — before 
the  Western  World  had  dreamed  of  such  a 
radical  innovation.  It  is  not  without  cause 
that  scholars  have  argued  that  man’s  Golden 
Age  was  achieved  in  Greece. 

I  am  sure  we  all  feel  in  our  hearts  thanks¬ 
giving  for  the  great  contributions  of  this 
vioble  race.  And  that  we  pray  that  Greece 
Will  continue  to  celebrate  her  anniversaries 
of\independence  in  peace  and  in  freedom. 


RE^I 


THRE£  HUNDRED  AND  TWENTIETH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  FOUNDING 
OF  MARYLAND  — ISSUANCE  OF 
SPECIAL,  STAMPS  COMMEMORA¬ 
TIVE  OF  THE  200TPI  ANNIVERSARY 
OF  FOUNDING  OF  FORT  CUMBER¬ 
LAND,  MD.  \ 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  the  State 
of  Maryland  today'. celebrates  the  320th 
anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the  Free 
State. 

Three  hundred  and  twenty  years  ago, 
exactly  320  men  arrived  at  St.  Clement’s 
Island  aboard  the  Ark  and  the  Dove. 
Their  crossing  had  been  a  dangerous 
one,  in  fact,  almost  disastrous.  Those 
320  men — history  does  not  record  the 
exact  number  of  women  with 'them — 
had  fled  England  in  order  to  establish  in 
the  New  World  a  colony  where 
might  worship  as  they  pleased. 


hey 
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tie  group  included  members  of  both  tl 
Catholic  and  Protestant  faiths.  ( 

When  they  arrived  at  St.  Clement’s  Js- 
land,  they  established  what  was  to  be¬ 
come  the  State  of  Maryland,  but  they 
also  created  something  even  greater, 
and  which  had  a  marked  effect  on.  the 
future  of  the  New  World.  They /had 
come  to  this  country  so  that  they  ihight 
follow  the  religion  of  their  choice/  but, 
contrary  to  the  prevailing  practice  of 
those  days,  these  colonists,  while  the  ma¬ 
jority  were  Catholics,  did  not  insist  that 
all  those  who  lived  in  the  new.  colony 
should  be  Catholics.  For  the  first  time, 
a  society  permitted  a  man  to  worship  as 
his  conscience  dictated;  and  the  Mary¬ 
land  Charter  thus  established  the  religi¬ 
ous  freedom  which  later  was  tb  be  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  Constitution  of  this  great 
Nation.  / 

Those  320  men  created  th£  spirit  and 
the  legal  basis  for  the  religious  freedom 
now  enjoyed  by  the  160  million  people 
of  this  country.  That  was  the  most 
significant  contribution  Which  Mary¬ 
land  colonists  made  to  this/Nation. 

However, \  during  its  history  of  320 
years  the  State  of  Maryland  has  added 
much  to  the  welfare  and  progress  of  the 
Nation,  and,  in  fact,  cap  be  said  to  have 
twice  saved  the  United  States. 

The  first  time,  it  is  reported,  was  dur¬ 
ing  the  Revolution,  when  a  small  bat¬ 
talion  of  Marylanders,  fought  the  Battle 
of  Brooklyn.  It  .  will  be  recalled  that  the 
army  of  General  Washington  had  been 
fairly  well  routed\by  the  British.  The  lit¬ 
tle  group  of  Marylanders  acting  as  a 
rear  guard  held  \off  the  British  until 
General  Washingtb/i  could  evacuate  his 


them.  Had  those 
it  is  almost  a  cer- 
\ists  "would  then  and 
Revolutionary  War. 
ryland  saved  the 
havfe  been  during  the 
en  Marylanders  defend- 
linst  a«-day  amphibian 
las  been  called  “one  of 
rattles  of  the  modern 


troops  and  regro: 

Marylanders  faile( 
tainty  that  the 
there  have  lost  tl 

The  second  til 
Nation  is  said 
War  of  1812,  w. 
ed  Baltimore  a? 
attack,  which 
the  decisive 
world.” 

Maryland’s/  320  years!  record  many 
other  historic/  events  which  helped  shape 
this  Nation. !  Because  of  tpe  great  con¬ 
tribution  Maryland  has  made,  because 
of  our  State’s  illustrious  history,  we 
Marylanders  proudly  celebr&te  the  an¬ 
niversary  pf  the  founding  pf  a  great 
State. 

Mr.  President,  I  introduce  for  appro¬ 
priate  reference  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
issuance/  of  a  special  series  o^  stamps 
commerflorative  of  the  200th  anniversary 
of  the  funding  of  Fort  Cumberland.  I 
am  introducing  this  bill  on  a  vfery  ap¬ 
propriate  day,  which  is  Maryland  Day, 
the  32f)th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
the  great  Free  State  of  Maryland,  to 
whictf  I  have  just  addressed  myseli 

ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  Rem- 
poref  The  bill  will  be  received  and\ap- 
propriately  referred. 

re  bill  (S.  3182)  to  authorize  one 
lance  of  a  special  series  of  stamps 
ccrfnmemorative  of  the  200th  anniversai 
of  the  founding  of  Fort  Cumberland,  in\ 
■‘roduced  by  Mr.  Beall,  was  received! 
ead  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to\ 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  a  bill  providing  Federal-aid 
highway  authorizations  for  the  fiscal 
years  1956  and  1957.  This  bill  is  co¬ 
sponsored  by  the  following  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works: 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Beall],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Upton],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Burke], 
and  myself.  I  ask  to  have  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mi'. 
Thye]  added  to  the  list  of  sponsors. 

The  bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Martin  (for 
himself  and  other  Senators) ,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

I  Mr.  MARTIN.  The  bill  represents 
hours  of  hard  work  by  all  members  of 
the  committee  and  particularly  by  the 
able  and  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works 
agreed  to  report  this  bill,  providing  for 
continuation  of  Federal  highway  aid 
after  extensive  hearings  and  study.  I 
think  all  members  of  the  committee  are 
very  deeply  concerned  over  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  our  highways  today.  We  know 
that  our  highway  network  is  one  of  the 
principal  transportation  arteries  which 
carry  the  lifeblood  of  American  progress 
and  prosperity.  For  many  years  our 
highways  have  not  kept  pace  with  traffic 
needs.  We  cannot  afford  to  neglect 
them  any  longer. 

The  committee  considered  requests  for 
Federal  participation  in  highway  im¬ 
provement  ranging  from  the  current  au¬ 
thorization  of  $712,500,000  up  to  $2,200,- 
000,000  per  year.  The  State  and  local 
governments  have  been  stepping  up  their 
annual  highway  expenditures  steadily. 
We  were  asked  to  give  more  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  now  colecting  excise  taxes  on 
gasoline  and  automotive  equipment  in  a 
total  amount  of  more  than  three  times 
the  Federal  contribution  for  highway 
improvement. 

The  total  cost  of  completing  the  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  the  Federal-aid  system  is  a 
little  more  than  $35  billion.  Roughly 
half  of  this  amount,  or  $17*4  billion, 
would  be  the  Federal  Government’s  share 
under  existing  law.  It  was  evident  that 
the  new  authorizations  must  be  stepped 
up  if  we  are  ever  to  bring  our  highways 
up  to  a  reasonable  state  of  improvement. 
Most  members  of  the  committee  agreed 
with  this  view.  The  bill  as  approved  by 
the  committee  provides,  for  increasing 
the  Federal  contribution  to  a  total  of 
$1  billion  per  year  for  the  fiscal  years 
1956  and  1957.  This  is  still  less  than 


half  of  the  annual  collections  from  au¬ 
tomotive  taxes  and  is  about  equivalent 
to  current  collections  for  taxes  on  gaso¬ 
line  and  oil  alone. 

I  think  this  bill  represents  a  realistic 
approach  which  will  stimulate  all  au¬ 
thorities  responsible  for  highway  im¬ 
provement  toward  greater  progress  and 
a  quicker  realization  of  the  further  ben¬ 
efits  that  will  come  with  adequate  high¬ 
way  facilities. 

I  have  prepared  a  summary  of  the 
amounts  recommended  in  the  new  bill 
together  with  a  comparison  of  the 
amounts  in  existing  law  and  in  the  bill 
recently  passed  by  the  House.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  this  sum¬ 
mary  printed  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

Mr.  McClellan  rose. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  the  table  may 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  requested. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  the  eminent  t 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  whether  the 
authorization  which  is  proposed  is  $1 
billion  a  year  for  2  years,  or  a  total  of 
$1  billion. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  It  is  $1  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Or  a  total  of  $2 
billion? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  A  total  of  $2  billion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  How  does  that  com¬ 
pare  with  the  amounts  appropriated  in 
past  years? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  It  is  about  33  V2  per¬ 
cent  above  any  appropriation  heretofore 
made. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  the  Senator 
how  he  can  reconcile  this  proposed  in¬ 
crease  in  appropriations  with  the  decla¬ 
ration  of  the  administration  and  of  Re¬ 
publican  leaders  that  the  budget  must 
be  balanced. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  did  not  intend  to  get 
into  a  discussion  of  that  subject,  but  for 
50  years,  as  I  have  stated,  I  have  fa¬ 
vored  greater  appropriations  for  national  ' 
defense.  I  would  cut  national  defense 
appropriations  and  foreign  aid  to  the 
point  where  we  could  reduce  taxes  and 
balance  the  budget,  and  also  make  in¬ 
creased  appropriations  for  highway  con¬ 
struction.  It  will  require  almost  10 
years,  even  at  the  present  rate  of  appro¬ 
priations,  to  bring  the  roads  of  the 
United  States  up  to  the  standard  on 
which  they  should  be  right  now.  We 
are  adding  more  than  3  million  motor 
vehicles  to  the  roads  every  year. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  made  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  which  was  not  granted. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  What  was  the  unanimous  consent 
request? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  asked  unanimous 
consent  that  a  table  which  I  presented, 
showing  the  amounts  recommended  in 
the  new  bill,  together  with  a  comparison 
of  the  amounts  under  existing  law  and 
in  the  bill  recently  passed  by  the  House 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 
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The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  That  request  was  granted.  There 
was  no  request  for  an  extension  of  time. 

Mr.  BRICKER.  Mr.  President - 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President - 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Does  the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  have  been  on  my 
feet  all  through  this  discussion,  trying 
to  obtain  recognition.  I  was  on  my  feet 
before  the  unanimous-consent  request 
was  granted. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  from  Arkansas  does 
not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  was  on  my  feet 
addressing  the  Chair  from  the  moment 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  used  the 
words  “unanimous  consent.”  I  did  not 
hear  the  request  acted  upon. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  unanimous-consent  request 
had  been  granted  by  the  Chair. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  may  have  been, 
but  if  a  Senator  is  on  his  feet  addressing 
the  Chair  and  seeking  recognition - 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  power  of  recognition  rests 
with  the  Chair. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  action 
by  which  the  unanimous-consent  request 
was  agreed  to  be  vacated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object — and  I  shall 
not  object — I  wish  to  commend  the  able 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  and  his  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  action  they  have  taken. 
I  also  wish  to  ask  a  question  or  two  about 
the  bill.  I  congratulate  and  commend 
the  Senator  and  his  committee.  For 
years  we  have  not  been  appropriating 
adequate  funds  for  Federal  highway  con¬ 
struction.  Having  received  information 
that  the  Senator’s  committee  had  acted 
as  he  has  indicated  on  the  bill  referred, 
I  invite  the  attention  of  the  able  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  and  other  Senators, 
to  the  fact  that  yesterday  afternoon  I 
submitted  an  amendment,  which  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  call  up  today,  to  the  pending  bill, 
to  hereafter  freeze  the  revenues  from 
taxes  on  gasoline  and  fuel  oil  for  the 
purpose  of  highway  construction  only. 

In  line  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  able  Senator’s  committee,  I  trust  the 
Senate  will  adopt  the  amendment  which 
I  have  proposed  to  the  pending  bill.  It 
does  not  increase  the  taxes  and  it  does 
not  lower  the  taxes.  However,  it  recog¬ 
nizes  the  seriousness  of  the  highway 
problem.  By  adopting  my  amendment 
we  can  make  sure  that  hereafter  the  Fed¬ 
eral  gasoline  taxes  and  the  Federal  fuel 
taxes  which  are  now  imposed  shall  be 


made  available  only  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  highways. 

I  merely  wished  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  the  amendment  which 
I  shall  offer  to  the  pending  bill  later  to¬ 
day,  so  that  Members  may  be  thinking 
about  it  in  the  meantime.  If  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
is  correct  and  has  acted  wisely  in  taking 
its  present  position,  as  reflected  by  the 
bill  just  reported  by  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania,  Congress  can  go  one  step 
further  and  insure  that  that  program 
will  be  carried  out. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 


The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  thank  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  BrxckerJ  for  his 
usual  courtesy. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Comparative  data  on  highway  authorization  hills  for  fiscal  1956  and  1957 


Types 


Federal-aid  systems: 

Primary  (45  percent) _ : _ , _ 

Secondary  (30  percent) _ _ 

Urban  (25  percent) . . 

Subtotal _ 

Interstate  system _ L _ 

Total  Federal-aid  systems . . . 

Federally  built  roads  on  or  to  federally  owned  or  controlled  lands 

Forest  highways _ .... 

Forest  roads  and  trails _ 

Park  roads  and  trails _ , _ 

Indian  roads _ 

Parkways _ 

Public  lands _ _ _ _ _ 

Totals _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Grand  total  for  highways  in  United  States . . 


Present  law, 
fiscal  1954  and 
1955 


$247,  500, 000 
165,  000,  000 
137,  500,  000 


550,  000, 000 
25,  000,  000 


575,  000, 000 


22,  500,  000 
22,  500,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
2,  500,  000 


77,  500,  000 


652,  500,  000 


H.  R.  8127  as 
passed  by 
House 


$270,  000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
150,000,1X10 


600.  000, 000 
200, 000,  000 


800,  000,  000 


22,  500,  000 
22,  500,  000 
10.000,000 
10,000,000 
10,  000,  000 


75,  000,  000 


875,  000,  000 


Senate  com¬ 
mittee  bill 


$342,000,000 
228, 000,  000 
190,  000,  000 


700,  000,  000 
150,000,000 


910,000,000 


25,  000,  000 
25,  000,  000 
12,  500,  000 
12,500,000 
12,  500,  000 
2,  600,  000 


90,  000,  000 


1,000,000,000 


Mr.  THYE  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  commend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  for 
having  introduced  a  bill  relating  to  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  in  the  construction  of  State 
highways.  Our  national  highways  must 
be  improved.  Far  too  many  casaulties 
occur  on  our  highways  because  they  are 
not  in  a  safe  condition.  For  that  reason 
I  am  happy  to  have  the  privilege  of  join¬ 
ing  with  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
in  the  introduction  of  the  bill. 

Subsequently, 

Mr.  CASE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  to  which  was  referred  the 
bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  re¬ 
ported  it  without  amendment,  and  sub¬ 
mitted  a  report  (No.  1093)  thereon. 


CCTING  AMERICA’S  HERJ 
OF  FREEDOM 


fAGE 


Mr.  BRICKER.  Mr.  Presjdfent,  I  wish 
to  invite  the  Seh&te’s  attention  to  a 
handsome  brochure  i^gpared  by  the 
Mosler  Safe  Co.  of  Hamiltbn^Ohio,  and 
entitled  “ProtectinjVAmerica’s''Hgritage 
of  Freedom.” 

This  beautiful  publication  contains 
facsimile  reproductions  of  the  three 
basic  charters  of  American  freedom — 
the  Declaration  of  Independence,  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  Si's t  ten  amendments  to  the  Consti¬ 
tution  known  as  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The 
iblication  summarizes  the  history  of 


each  of  our  precious  charters  of  free¬ 
dom.  In  addition,  the  story  is  told  of 
the  exhibition  and  safekeeping  of  these 
priceless  documents  from  1776  to  tHe 
present  time. 

It  is  particularly  appropriate  at  this 
critical  time  in  our  history  to  fnra  avail¬ 
able  for  wide  distribution  such  a  splen¬ 
did  reproduction  of  Americans  birth  cer¬ 
tificates.  Too  many  of  oui'schools  today 
place  primary  emphasip'on  new  interna¬ 
tional  charters,  declarations  and  cove¬ 
nants.  While  no  reasonable  person  would 
deny  the  value  eft  such  instruction,  it 
must  never  be^fermitted  to  obscure  the 
most  magnificent  and  the  most  practical 
plan  ever  devised  for  maintaining  invio¬ 
late  the  God-given  and  inalienable  rights 
of  majar:  The  religious  concept  of  free¬ 
dom/stated  in  the  Declaration  of  Inde¬ 
pendence,  legally  embodied  in  the  Con- 
itution,  and  further  protected  by  the 
Bill  of  Rights  must  always  be  held  para¬ 
mount  to  all  other  political  documents. 

It  is  a  source  of  special  pride  to  me 
that  an  Ohio  company  was  chosen  to 
provide  for  the  physical  security  of  our 
country’s  three  most  treasured  docu¬ 
ments.  When  these  documents  are  not 
on  display  in  the  National  Archives,  or 
in  case  of  emergency,  they  are  lowered 
into  a  specially  designed  50-ton  safe  con¬ 
structed  at  Mosler’s  plant  in  Hamilton, 
Ohio.  To  the  management  and  employ- 
^^ges  of  the  Mosler  Safe  Co.,  my  sincere 
congratulations  for  the  excellence  of 
their  v?nrk  in  securing  the  physical  safety 
of  America^  irreplaceable  documents. 
More  importafitr, -.those  security  precau¬ 
tions  reflect  a  comihon.  determination  to 
guard  the  principles  nb^^ess  vigilantly 
than  the  parchment. 
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Mr.  President,  I  understand,  of  course, 
that  the  remarks  I  have  made  will  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record,  but 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  arti¬ 
cles— not  the  three  documents  them¬ 
selves— be  printed  in  the  Appendix  of 
the  Record. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  scxordered. 

[The  articles  appear  rp  the  Appendix 
of  today’s  Record  undervthe  headline 
“Protecting  America’s  Heritage  of  Free¬ 
dom.] 


\ND\  1 


THE  CONSTITUTION  ANlK  THE 
SUPREME  COURT 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 'Pres¬ 
ident,  yesterday,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  I  reported  Senate  Joilsjt 
Resolution  44,  proposing  an  amendment  ^ 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
relating  to  the  composition  and  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  I  am  the  sponsor  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

In  the  January  1954  issue  of  the  Insur¬ 
ance  Counsel  Journal  there  appears  a 
very  excellent  article  entitled  “The  Con¬ 
stitution  and  the  Supreme  Court,”  which 
discusses  the  resolution  and  urges  its 
adoption.  It  is  written  by  Mr.  Henry  W. 
Nichols,  vice  president  and  general  coun¬ 
sel  of  the  National  Surety  Corp.  of  New 
York. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  arti¬ 
cle  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Constitution  and  the  Supreme  Court 
(By  Henry  W.  Nichols,  vice  president  and 

general  counsel,  National  Surety  Corp.,  New 

York,  N.  Y.) 

The  inspired  leadership  of  our  forefathers 
put  together  age-old  principles  to  form  a 
constitutional  government  for  freemen, 
such  as  the  world  had  never  known.  The 
builtin  checks  and  balances  established  in 
and  between  our  executive,  legislative,  and 
judicial  branches  is  one  of  our  great  heri¬ 
tages.  Every  lawyer  has  an  abiding  faith  in 
our  triune  form  of  government  and  is  jealous 
of  its  preservation.  Every  lawyer  worthy  of 
the  great  traditions  of  his  office  has  a  deep 
affection  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United, 
States  and  is  gravely  concerned  with  what 
happens,  not  only  to  that  august  tribunal 
but  to  our  entire  judicial  system.  It  is  vvith 
this  in  mind  that  attention  is  brought  'to  a 
proposed  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  which  would  aflfect  the 
personnel  and  Jurisdiction  of  the  (2ourt.  It 
arose  from  the  attempt  to  pack  the  Supreme 
Court  and,  among  other  things  would  fix 
permanently  the  number  of  justices.  The 
proposed  amendment  has  foyvts  purpose  the 
preservation  of  the  efficiency  and  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  Court.  The  Supreme  Court 
is  not  now  constituted/in  the  manner  in 
which  most  people  of/the  country  believe 
it  to  be.  / 

This  proposed  amendment  is  now  before 
Congress  in  a  join*  resolution  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives.*  While  it  has 
been  in  the  majnng  for  several  years  and  has 
been  debated ^and  approved  by  the  American 
Bar  Association*  and  by  several  prominent 

1  S.  J.  Res.  44  (and  H.  J.  Res.  194)  appended. 

1  Proceedings,  ABA  house  of  delegates,  Feb- 
ruary ^28,  1950,  and  September  20,  1950. 


local  bar  associations,5 * *  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  generally  known.  Most  lawyers 
who  have  given  the  subject  thoughtful  con¬ 
sideration  favor  the  proposed  amendment. 
The  matters  involved  are  not  political  but 
are  fundamental.  I  feel  confident  that  bar 
associations  everywhere  will  support  it  when 
it  has  been  properly  presented. 

The  first  official  hearing  upon  the  proposed 
amendment  was  held  in  Washington  on  Jan¬ 
uary  29,  1954,  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
the  Constitution  of  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee.  This  hearing  was  given  pub¬ 
licity  by  the  press  and  it  is  expected  that 
from  here  on  the  proposed  amendment  will 
be  more  and  more  before  the  public.  It  is 
expected  that  before  long  the  proposed 
amendment  will  be  weighed  by  the  full  Ju¬ 
diciary  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House. 
Lawyers  will  debate  its  merits.  Therefore,  it 
is  timely  that  the  International  Association 
of  Insurance  Counsel  bring  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  readers  of  its  Journal. 

There  is  nothing  presently  immutable 
about  the  number  of  Justices  who  constitute 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court.  By  legis¬ 
lation,  Congress  may  fix  the  number  of  Jus¬ 
tices  at  15  or  even  21,  should  it  ever  see  fit 
tcndo  so.  Presently  the  Court  consists  of  a 
ChiM  Justice  and  eight  Associate  Justices. 
The  number  of  Associate  Justices  has  in  the 
past  heen  changed  a  number  of  times. 
“From  fts  number  of  5  in  the  original  Judi¬ 
ciary  ActSpf  1789,  it  had  been  increased  to  6, 
in  1807,  to  Ns  in  1837,  and  to  9  in  1863.  An  acl 
of  1866  would  have  reduced  the  Associate 
Justices  to  6'-(nit  before  sufficient  vacancies 
had  occurred  fiius  to  reduce  the  Courff;  the 
act  of  1869  wasVassed,  .which  reconstituted 
the  Court  with  a  Chief  Justice  and/8  Asso¬ 
ciate  Justices,  as  ft  remains  at  .present.”*  1 
No  doubt,  a  variety  of  considerations,  politi¬ 
cal  and  otherwise,  prompted  ime  Congress 
from  time  to  time  to'alter  the  number  of 
Justices  constituting  theNCoiirt.  The  expan¬ 
sion  of  our  western  frontier  and  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  new  circuits  Resulting  in  an  in¬ 
creased  volume  of  litigation'-,  coming  before 
the  Court  were  contributing  ’•factors.  His¬ 
torians  tell  us  that  .political  considerations 
arising  out  of  the  emotional  issue,  of  slavery 
had  their  effect.  The  desire  to  influence  the 
Court’s  position /With  respect  to  slavery  and 
the  collateral  Questions  flowing  therefrom 
probably  indeed  some  in  Government  to 
seek  changes  in  the  number  of  Justices.* 
The  1866  ict  was  enacted  to  prevent  Presi¬ 
dent  Andrew  Johnson  from  having  the  oj 
portunity  to  make  appointments  as  vacan¬ 
cies  might  occur  and  thereby  perpetuate  his 
idea^  on  reconstruction  in  Supreme  Court 
decisions.  With  Johnson  out  of  office  the 
C/urt  was  again  increased  to  a  Chief  Justice 
and  eight  Associate  Justices,  as  it  remains 
fat  present. 

The  omission  of  the  Constitution  to  fix 
the  number  of  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 
has  been  characterized  as  “a  weak  point,  a 
joint  in  the  Court’s  armor  through  which  a 
weapon  might  some  day  penetrate.”8  We 
are  told  that  this  constitutional  omission  is 
impressive  because  the  intention  to  secure 
the  independence  of  the  Judiciary  was  clearly 
expressed  in  the  Constitution  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  that  the  President  was  not  permitted 
to  remove  Justices,  nor  Congress  to  diminish 
their  salaries. 

In  any  period  of  unrest  and  of  conflicting 
political,  economic,  and  social  ideas,  the  law 
and  the  courts  that  administer  it  are  pecu¬ 
liarly  the  target  of  attacks  by  enemies  both 


5  Report  of  committee  on  proposed  amend¬ 

ments  to  the  Federal  Constitution  to  New 
York  State  Bar  Association,  December  22, 
1949. 

4  Encyclopedia  Britannica,  vol.  21,  p.  587. 

8  The  Supreme  Court  in  the  United  States, 
Warren. 

8  The  American  Commonwealth,  James 
Bryce. 


within  and  without  the  country.5  It  is  easy 
to  find  loopholes  in  the  Constitution  through 
which  other  hostile  attacks  could  be  madq 
without  violating  the  letter  of  the  Const 
tution. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  the  attempt  in 
1936-37  to  “pack”  the  Court.  The  bar  of 
the  country  was  shocked  into  vigorous  ac¬ 
tion  by  this  attack  upon  the  Supreine  Court 
at  the  point  where  James  Byrce  thought  that 
it  was  vulnerable.  Although  ly  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  New  Deal  oourt-packing 
plan  was  suppressed,  the  memory  of  this  hard 
fought  battle  is  fresh  in  the  ininds  of  lawyers 
and  there  is  always  danger  that  sooner  or 
later  similar  attacks  froin  without  may  be 
made  upon  our  Supreme  Court.  We,  as 
lawyers,  can  take  justifiable  pride  in  the  fact 
that  great  lawyers  had  a  major  part  in  estab¬ 
lishing  this  triune'  Government  and  that 
lawyers  have  closely  watched  over  its  de¬ 
velopments.  At/times  we  may  have  seemed 
indifferent  or  /o  lack  in  providing  needed 
leadership  for  which  our  profession  is  so 
qualified,  hnt  worthy  lawyers  have  never 
failed  to  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  as  a 
formidable  phalanx  when  serious  attacks 
have  bejm  made  upon  our  Government  or  any 
one  o f  its  three  great  divisions. 

It  As  disturbing  to  contemplate  the  thin 
margin  by  which  the  most  recent  major  as¬ 
sault  upon  our  Supreme  Court  was  repelled. 

le  1936-37  court-packing  plan,  disguised 
’as  a  plan  to  replace  the  "nine  old  men,”  was 
defeated  largely  because  it  became  evident 
during  the  bitter  controversy  that  the  normal 
processes  of  time  soon  would  accomplish  the 
desired  result  through  deaths  and  retire¬ 
ments.  This  proved  to  be  the  case. 

No  political  controversy  now  exists  among 
the  executive,  legislative,  and  Judicial 
branches  of  our  Government  which  could 
cause  this  proposed  amendment  to  be  the 
subject  of  political  party  passions.  It  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  both  prominent  Republicans  and 
Democrats.  Those  who  have  studied  the  pro¬ 
posals  believe  that  basically  they  are  non- 
controversial.  Some  slight  revisions  are  ex¬ 
pected  in  the  language  of  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  as  originally  introduced.  The  protection 
of  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  is 
of  vital  concern,  and  if  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  worthy  of  adoption  there  would  seem 
to  be  no  reason  to  delay  it  until  the  subject 
again  becomes  one  of  peculiar  urgency. 

Senator  John  Marshall  Butler  of  Mary¬ 
land  introduced  the  proposed  amendment 
into  the  Senate  on  February  16,  1953,  and  in 
his  introductory  speech  made  a  statement 
which  may  well  become  an  American  classic 
\ydien  he  said:  “Wherever  courts  suffer  inva- 
tpn  of  their  independence,  law  ends.” 

le  judiciary  must,  at  all  times,  be  free 
frofla  executive  or  legislative  control.  This 
proposed  amendment  seeks  to  protect  an  in¬ 
dependent  judiciary  from  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  our  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  sometime  again  may  endeavor 
to  penetrate  the  constitutional  loopholes 
which  expose  the  Court  to  possible  interfer¬ 
ence  and  undue  restraints.  This  Joint  reso¬ 
lution  is .  designed  to  plug  three  constitu¬ 
tional  loopholes\nd,  in  addition,  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  age  ft^nit  for  Justices  in  active 
service. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  affect  the 
Supreme  Court  in  these  four  ways:  (1)  It 
would  fix  the  numberVif  Justices  at  nine. 

(2)  It  would  make  their \etirement  compul¬ 
sory  at  age  75  with  full  emoluments  of  office. 

(3)  It  would  render  the  Justices  ineligible 
to  become  President  or  Vice  President  within 
5  years  after  leaving  the  benchV  (4)  In  cases 
arising  under  the  ConstitutionNt  would  re¬ 
move  from  the  Congress  its  present  power  to 
impair  the  appellate  jurisdiction  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court. 

The  suggested  amendment  has  the\larity 
and  simplicity  that  Is  found  in  the  original 


5  Hon.  Arthur  T.  Vanderbilt,  Minimi 
Standards  of  Judicial  Administration. 
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favor  of  temporary  continuation  of  90 %  dairy  price  supports  (pp*  3730-1,  3791). 

4,  SURPLUS  SpH'ODITIESc  Rep,  Shelley  recommended  distribution  of  surplus  commoditic 

to  the  needy  (pp.  3731-3)  o 

5,  TAXATION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H,  R«  8224,  the  excise/6ax  reductior 

bill  (pp.  3728,  3794-6). 

6.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Tagnuson  claimed  the  Hoover  Commission  ^.task  force  on  water 

resources  contains  no  members  to  represent  the  public-power  /Viewpoint  (p.378) . 

\  .  '  / 

7.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Willis  spoke  in  favor  of  an  increase  in  domestic  sugar  quotas  in 
view  of  the  longshoremen* s  strike  (pp0  3789-90). 


/ 


\  / 

8.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  The  Department  has  received  a  limit'd  supply  of  a  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  Print,  "Technical  Studies  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  Relating  to  Selected  Farm  Price  Support  Proposals  o'* 

SENATE  / 

PRICE  SUPPCRTS.  Sens.  Kefauver  and  Th3hi^oke  favoring  passage  of  a  resolution 
to  continue  the  present  dairy  price  sup&rts  "until  the  question  can  be  fully 
considered  by  the  appropriate  commit^oes"\(pp.  3697-8). 

Sen.  Wiley  spoke  favoring  "leslslatioh,which  I  have  cosponsored. . .to  fore¬ 
stall  this  parity  slash"  in  dairy/price  supports  (p.  369U). 

0.  STATEHOOD.  Continued  debate  oj/S.  h9,  the  Hawaii*. Alaska  statehood  bill  .(pp.  3.70' 

26) 

.1.  CROP  INSURANCE.  Received/from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the 

Federal  Crop  Insurance/Rct  to  provide  for  payment  froraWemium  income  for  costs 
of  adjusters'  and  commissions  for  sales  and  servicing  of  nsw  contracts;  to 
Agriculture  and  For*fstry  Committee  (p.  3692). 

.2.  CLAIMS „  Receive,#: from  the  President  a  supplemental  budget  estimate  to  pay  claims 

p\  for  damages,  aRidited  claims,  and  judgments  against  the  U«  S.j  appropriations 
'  Committee  (S';  Doc 0  110)  (p.  3691)*  \ 

.3.  ST.  LAWREJ^E  SEAWAY.  Sen.  Wiley  urged  the  House  Rules  Committee  to,  rtoort  with¬ 
out  deliy  a  resolution  providing  for  the  consideration  of  o.  21.30,  to  yreate 
the  Sit  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation,  and  spoke  against  the  s^-callec 
Bro*wison  amendment  which  he  claimed  would  "cripple"  this  project  (p&  3701%. 

in  udLIDAl.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Judiciary  Committee  "indefinitely 
postponed  further  action  on  H.  R.  7786,  changing  November  11  of  each  year.  Irom 
Armistice  Day  to  Veterans  Day"  (p.  D333) 


15.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  In  reporting  S.  3l8ij.  (see  Digest  56),  the  Public  Works 
Committee  made  the  following  statement  in  its  report: 

"The  testimony  shows  that  a  large  backlog  also  exists  in  the  roads  on  fed¬ 
erally  owned  or  controlled  lands. ...  The  forest  roads  and  trails  must  be  impiov^ 
to  permit  economical  marketing  of  timber  on  a  sustained-yield  basis.  According 
to  the  testimony,  the  financial  loss  to  the  Federal  Government  through  inabil-  ^ 
ity  to  market  mature  timber  was  about  $20  million  in  gross  revenue  in  the  iisca.i 
year  1953.,..  In  order  to  encourage  a  speedier  reduction  of  the  existing  backlog 
the  committee  feels  that  these  roads  should  be  treated  in  the  sa:ae  manner  as  th< 


Federal-aid  systems.  It  has'  included  language  providing  for  the  use  of  contract 
authorizations  with  the  same  2-year  extension  of  availability  and  lapsing  pro¬ 
visions  which  apply  to  the  Federal-aid  systems," 

The  Committee  agreed  to  a  House  provision  to  permit  simplified  review  of 
secondary- road  projects  but  modified  the  provision  so  as  to  continue  the  require 
ment  that  the  secondary- road  projects  be  determined  by  the  State  highway  -depart¬ 
ment  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation  with  each  other.  The 
bill  also  includes  language  to  clarify  andbroaden  the  existing  authorizations 
for  highway  research  by  spelling  out  several  of  the  principal  subjects  on  which 
research  may  be  undertaken,  including  uniform  weight  and  size  standards  for 
vehicles,  i 


-BILLS  INTRODUCED 


CHICLES.  S.  31 99,  by  Sen,  McCarthy,  to  authorize  Government  employees  who 
rationed  in  remote  areas  and  have  at  their  disposal  Government- owned  mote 


vehicles,  to  use  such  vehicles  for  transporting  their  children  to  school^  to 


the  hospital,  or  to  a  doctor's  office,  when  and  -where  no  other  means  of  trans¬ 
port  at rqn  is  available ;  to  Government  Operations  Committee.  Remarkq/of  author, 
(PP.  36 95*6)* 


17,  TRAVEL.  Sc  S'SDO,  by  Sen,  McCarthy,  to  increase  the. ..maximum  per/diem  allowance 
from  ,^9  to  v>12>,  to  Government  Operations  Committee.,  Remarks ydf  author,  includ¬ 
ing  statement  tliit  this  proposal  "accords  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau 


of  the  Budget,"  (pp.,  3695*6), 


18,  FEES,  S.  3203,  by  Sen.\Bricker,  for  himself  and  Mr0  Johnson,  Colo,,  to  prohibit 
certain  departments,  agencies,  bureaus,  boards,  compassions,  and  services  of 
the  Government  from  prescribing  more  than  nominal/iees  or  charges  for  inspection, 
certificates,  registrations/-,  licenses,  permits,  (,or  applications  issued  or  pro-' 
vided  by  them;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (p-,  3695)  o 


19.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  S,  3201+ ,  by  Sen.  'Kpfauver^/'bo  continue  temporarily  existing 

90-percent-of -parity  price  supports\for  ff&lk  and  butterfat;  to  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee  (p.  3 695)®  >- 

H.R.  85 84,  by  Rep,  Andresen,  amending  the  Agricultural  Act  of  191+9  to  conH  -i 
tinue  temporarily  existing  90  perc^ht  of  parity  price  supports  for  milk  and 
butterfat;  to  Agriculture  Commitipde  (p„  37x7) 


H.R.  860I+,  by  Rep„  Andres^,  "to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  191+9,  "j  to 


Agriculture  Committee  (p.  3T9/\ 


20.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  H0R,  8585i/by  Rep.  Baker,  to  assistNin  alleviating  the  effects  of 
unemployment  resulting  from  Federal  tariff  or  trade  policy  by  establishing  a  tem¬ 
porary  program  of  supplementary  grants  for  States  which  provide  for  liberaliza¬ 
tion  of  their  unemployment-compensation  payments  to  persons  unemployed  because 
of  Federal  tariff  >or  trade  policj/q  to  Ways  “and  Means  Committee  (p0  3797). 


21.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Pi.R.  8586,  by  Rep.  Byrne,  Pa.#,  to  offset  declining  employment  by' 
providing  for  Federal  assistance  to  States  and  local  governmentsv in  projects  of 
construction,  alteration,  expansion,  or  repair  of  public  facilitib-q  and  improve¬ 
ments;  to Public  Works  Committee  (p.  3797). 


22,  FELD^RaINS.  K.R,  8587,  by  Rep.  Horan,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  ofhl9l+9  so 
as/t/O  provide  that  feed  grains  acquired  through  price-support  operations  shall 


sold  to  dairy  farmers  at  prices  equivalent  to  75a>  of  parity;  to  Agriculi 
'Committee  (p.  3797). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passedVlawaii-Alaska  statehood  bilL^  Sens,  horse  and  Hennings 
criticized  flexible  price  supports.  Senate  committee /voted  to  report  Carlson  per¬ 
sonnel  bill.  House  debated  iumsing  bill  which  continues  farm-loan  program.  House 
committee  reported  Interior  appropriation  bill.  Itep,  Shelley  claimed  certain 
merchants  get  advance  market  information  through /JSDA  advisory  committees . 


2. 


3. 


4. 


SENATE 

STATEHOOD.  Passed,  57-28,  wit] / amendments  S.NA9,  the  Hawaii -A la ska  statehood  bill 
(pp,  4067-90).  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p,  4090). 

PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.- For ae  criticized  the  Administration’s  price-support  program 
and  said  campaign  promises  were  not  being  carried  out  (pp.  4103-4). 

Sen.  Hennings  criticized  the  reduction  in  dairys.  supports  (p.  4066). 

PERSONNEL.  The  Posy  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  unanimously .  ordered 
favorably  reported1  S.  2665,  the  Carlson  bill  which  liberalizes  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949m and  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  194\(p»  D353)« 

FARE  LOANS.  Sr»  2552,  to  authorize  the  Federal  land  banks  to  iSake  a  bulk  purchase 
of  certain  .remaining  assets  of  FFMC,  was  transferred  from  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee/xo  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (pp.  4061-2; 

ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS,  S,  3184,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  roads,  including 
forest  highways  and  forest  roads  and  trails,  was  made  the  unfinished  business 

TppT  4061,  4090) « 


COMPTROLLER  GENERAL.  Sen.  Kefauver  commended  Lindsay  barren  and  inserted\state- 
ments  commending  him  (pp.  4062-6), 


8a  FARM  LOMSc  Began  debate,  pn  H.  R„  7339,  the  housing  bill  (ppP  4108-62/.  Reps. 
Deane  anfci  Jones  ,  A  .la  ■.»  ,  commended  the  farm— housing  program,  wnich  wou^d.  be  con¬ 
tinued  byVhis  bill,  and  Rep*  Deane  inserted  a  “statistical  table  ^tamarizing 
rural  housing  loans  by  States'*  (pp.  4132,  4153-4)  ® 


9.  DAIRY  MARKETINGS  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep<s  Shelley  claiming/uhat  certain  firms 
are  making  firmofferings  for  future  delivery  of  surplus  CCC  dried  milk  to  be  usee 
as  livestock  feecL  -and  that  these  -dealers  "seem  to  have  been/provided  with 
advance -knowledgeVf  plans  for  disposal  of  dried  milk/'  a n/  urging  the  Agriculture 
Committee  to  investigate  this  matter  without  delay  (ppe  LlbUS ) .  .  •  ... 


10.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATIONS.  BILL.  1955 o  •  The  Appropriations /Committee  reported  with¬ 


out  amendment  this  bil\,  H»  R*  .8680 .  (H  3  -Rept  0  1460)(/5o  4100* 


itee  announced .  appointment  of 


11.  PERSONNEL,  •  •  The  Post  Of  fic\e  and  Civil  Service  Co* 

a  subcommittee  (Rep0  Harde^.  chairman)  to  consider  H.  R.  5271,  permitting  pay{ 
ment  of  certain  cost -of -living  allowances  outs/Qe  the  continental  U.  S.  at  rates 
in  excess  of  25$  of  the  basicVpay  (p«  D356), 


-BILLS . INTRODI 


12.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  So  3243 >  by  Sen.Vlundt^  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 'to /extend  until  June  30,  1955,  the  period 
during  which  disposals  of  surplus  prroerty  may  be  made  by  negotiation;  to  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  Committee  (p»  4018)' 


13.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  H.  R„  8681,  by  Re/U  Cooley,  to  increase  the  daily  allowance  of 
dairy  products  in  the  armed  forces;  to  Armed  Services  Committee  (p0  4166  )<> 

H.  R.  8687,  by  Rep0  Byrnes',  Els,,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
regarding  price  support  on  da£ry  products  and)  disposal  of  surplus  food;  to  Agri¬ 
culture  Committeeo  Remarks /of  author.  (pp0  4^>2-3,  4166.) 

14u  SURPLUS  COIiNODITIBSe  'H.  R /C  8689,  by  Rep0  Heseltony  "to  revise  section  416  of  is  J 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949";  to  Agriculture  Committee,  (p.  4166). 

H*  R,  8688,  by  Rejp3  Hagen,  .Finn,,  to  distribute\surplus  commodities  to 
social-security  beneficiaries;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p0  4166) , 

H,  Res.  489,  try  Rep.  Berry,  providing  that  all  agricultural  products,  pro¬ 
duced  for  emergency  and  wartime  use  and  held  by  the  Government,  be  declared  war 
surplus;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  4166) „  Remarks  of  author  (p.  A2493). 


CONTI TT EE  HEARINGS  RELEASED  BY  GPO 

15.  INTERICR  DE^HT:ENT  APPROPRIATIONS,  1955,  Part  2a  H0  Appropriations  Committee. 

ITEI’S  IN  APPENDIX 


16.  PROPERTY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Hillelson  summarizing  H.  R,  5\05,  con¬ 


cerning  transfers  of  certain  real  propertjr  within  the  Government  (pp.\2491-2 )  • 


17 o  2  NITRIFICATION *  Rep.  Abbitt  inserted  a  Nottoway,  Va.,  Farmers  Union  resolution 
Commending  REA  programs  (pp.  A2492-3).  •" 


IB/ FARj  PROGRAi  •  Sen.  Gillette  inserted  a  Wallace  Farmer  and  Iowa  Homestead  e< 

torial  discussing  the  cost  of  farm  programs  and  an  exchange  of  letters  between 
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air  pollution  and  excessive  smoke,  (b)  de¬ 
vices, structures,  machinery,  equipment,  and 
methoaSk( including  methods  of  selecting  and 
using  fueVi)  for  the  prevention  or  elimination 
of  excessive  smoke  and  air  pollution,  and 
(c)  guidance  and  assistance  to  local  com¬ 
munities  in  srhoke  abatement  and  air  pollu¬ 
tion  preventioiNmd  control.  Up  to  $5  mil¬ 
lion  would  be  ai\horized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  r«earch  program. 

The  Secretary  ofsHealth,  Education,  and 
Welfare  would  be  arborized  to  make  con¬ 
tracts  with  any  FederX  State,  or  local  pub¬ 
lic  agency  or  instrumentality,  educational  in¬ 
stitution,  or  nonprofit  agency  or  organiza¬ 
tion  for  the  research  and  studies  authorized 
by  this  section.  Other  general  provisions 
necessary  for  the  conduct  orVthe  research 
program  would  also  be  enactedNby  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  the  Secretary  would  be\irected  to 
disseminate  the  results  of  the  research  and 
studies  in  such  form  as  may  be  most  useful 
to  industry  and  to  the  general  publ 

LOANS 

Section  803  of  the  bill  would  provide  for 
a  program  of  Federal  loans  by  the  Housin' 
and  Home  Finance  Administrator  in  coop 
eration  with  private  lending  institutions  to 
business  enterprises  to  aid  them  in  financing 
the  purchase,  installation,  construction,  re¬ 
construction  or  remodeling  of  any  smoke 
abatement  or  air  pollution  prevention  device, 
structure,  machinery,  or  equipment  used  or 
to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  business 
activities  of  the  borrower. 

A  loan  would  not  be  made  by  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Administrator  unless  he 
determines  that  the  purpose  for  which'  the 
loan  is  to  be  used  would  (1)  substantially 
reduce  the  amount  or  smoke  or  air  pollution 
or  contamination  in  the  community  in 
which  the  device,  structure,  machinery,  or 
equipment  is  located  or  to  be  located  or  (2) 
in  conjunction  with  other  proposed  action 
in  the  community,  substantially  reduce  the 
amount  of  such,  smoke  pollution  or  con¬ 
tamination. 

Also,  the  loan  would  not  be  made  unless 
the  borrower  is  unable  to  obtain  such  a 
loan  from  private  sources  on  reasonable 
terms.  Further,  the  section  would  provide 
that  loans  made  may  be  made  subject  to  the 
condition  that,  if  at  any  time  the  business 
enterprise  can  obtain  roads  from  other 
sources  at  interest  rates  as  low  as  or  lower 
than  provided  in  the  loan  contract,  it  can 
do  so  with  the  consent  of  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Administrator  without  waiv¬ 
ing  any  rights  to  loan  funds  under  the  con¬ 
tract  for  the  remainder  of  the  life  of  the 
contract,  and  the  borrower  may  pledge 
loan  contract  as  security  for  the  repaym 
of  the  loan  obtained  from  other  souses. 
When  used,  this  is  in  the  nature  of  ^  in¬ 
surance  operation.  It  makes  unnecessiny  the 
actual  use  of  Federal  funds.  It  bras  been 
used  successfully  in  slum-clearance  pro 
grams. 

The  loans  shall  be  made  iiy'cooperation 
with  banks  or  other  lending  institutions 
through  agreements  to  parti^pate  or  by  the 
purchase  of  participations,  or  otherwise. 
The  loans  made  would  be  reasonably  secured, 
and  would  be  repaid  wiUfiin  such  period,  not 
exceeding  20  years,  as  tine  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administrator  may  determine. 
They  would  bear  i/fterest  at  a  rate  of  not 
less  than  1  percenjr  plus  the  base  annual  rate 
specified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  as 
applicable  to  >Che  6-month  period  during 
which  the  Captract  for  the  loans  is  made. 
The  base  annual  rate  would  be  determined 
by  the  S^Eretary  of  the  Treasury  by  esti¬ 
mating  tjtfe  average  market  yields  during  the 
month Jbi  May  or  November  next  preceding 
the  6^ionth  period  on  Federal  marketable 
bonjjs  having  a  remaining  maturity  of  15  or 
years.  The  present  base  annual  rate 
f'i  %  percent,  which  would,  therefore,  pro- 
for  an  interest  rate  at  this  time  on  the 
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loans  authorized  by  this  section  of  3% 
percent  or  such  higher  rate  as  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Administrator  could 
establish  in  his  discretion. 

The  total  amount  of  loans  made  by  the 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator 
pursuant  to  this  section  would  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  exceed  $50  million  outstanding  at 
any  one  time.  Funds  would  be  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  the  loan  pro 
gram  and  the  loan  funds  would  revolve. 

To  assure  national  distribution  of  the 
loans  the  section  would  provide  that  not 
more  than  10  percent  of  the  funds  provided 
shall  be  expended  in  any  one  State 

SPECIAL  TAX  BENEFITS 

Section  804  would  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  to  permit  for  tax  purposes  the 
rapid  amortization  (over  a  period  of  5  years) 
of  devices,  structures,  machinery,  or  equip¬ 
ment  for  the  prevention  or  elimination  of 
air  pollution.  This  special  tax  benefit  would 
be  available,  however,  only  to  the  extent 
that  the  property  which  would  be  amortized 
at  this  accelerated  rate  was  constructed,  re¬ 
modeled,  installed,  or  acquired  on  or  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section  and  to 
£he  extent  that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
ition,  and  Welfare  certifies  that  it  is  in  ai 
ofVthe  prevention  or  elimination  of  a, 
pollution. 

FHA  LOAN  INSURANCE 

Section  805  would  provide  that  the  author 
ity  of  theHTederal  Housing  Commissioner  shall 
be  used  toSthe  fullest  extent  possible  to  en¬ 
courage  ancNassist  home  conversion  and  im¬ 
provement  loans  which  wouliy  aid  smoke 
abatement  ana.  air  pollution /prevention. 

DEFINMON  OF  "SSME” 

In  order  to  mak^the  provisions  of  the  title 
applicable  to  all  tnte  States,  Territories  of 
the  United  States,  tW^  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the^District  of  Columbia, 
the  word  “State”  asyosecKfin  the  title  would 
be  defined  to  include  a11  oB^the  jurisdictions 
named. 

ADMTNI^RATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Provisions  necessary  to  the  administration 
of  the  title ywould  be  also  enacD^d  by  this 
title. 


Approximate  apportionment  of  $150,000, 000 
interstate  funds 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL-AID 
ROAD  ACT— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  us,  jointly,  to  the  bill  (S.  3184) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 — 
39th  United  States  Statutes  at  large,  page 
355 — as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

At  this  point  in  my  remarks  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  a  table  showing 
an  approximate  apportionment  of  $150 
million  interstate  funds  under  the  bill 
to  be  taken  up  on  Monday,  showing 
which  States  of  the  Nation  will  lose 
money  under  the  new  formula. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tern 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  received 
and  printed,  and  will  lie  on  the  table, 
and,  without  objection,  the  table  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  table  presented  by  Mr.  Chavez  is 
as  follows: 


Sec.  21 

Commit¬ 
tee  print 

DilTerenco 

Alabama _ 

$3,  233, 000 

$3. 023, 000 

-$210,000 

Arizona-. .  ...... 

2,261,000 

1,  682,000 

-679;  000 

Arkansas.. . . 

2,  520. 000 

2, 137, 000 

-383.000 

California  .  .  .  ..  . 

6,  977, 000 

8,353,000 

+1, 376, 000 

Colorado _ _ _ 

2,  722, 000 

1,970,000 

—752,000 

Connecticut _ 

988, 000 

1,416,000 

+428,000 

Delaware _ 

735,000 

920, 000 

+  185.000 

Florida _ _ 

2,  464, 000 

2,  505, 000 

+41,000 

Georgia _ 

3,  749,  000 

3,  457, 000 

—292,  000 

Idaho _ 

1,863,000 

1,484, 0(K) 

—379, 000 

Illinois.. 

5,  852, 000 

6, 930, 000 

+1,078,000 

Indiana _ 

3,  598, 000 

3, 607, 000 

+9,  CRH) 

Iowa _ 

3,  654, 000 

3,031,000 

-623, 000 

Kansas _ 

3, 669, 000 

2,  709, 000 

—960, 000 

Kentucky _ 

2,  794,  000 

2,  750, 000 

-44,  0(H) 

Louisiana  . 

2,  364,  000 

2,  415,000 

+51,000 

Maine _ _ _ 

1,  270,  000 

1,187,000 

—83,  000 

Maryland..  _ 

1,337,000 

1,  744, IKK) 

+407,  000 

Massachusetts 

1,939,  000 

3, 126,000 

+  1, 187,  (KH) 

Michigan _ _ 

4,  711,000 

5,  283,  000 

+572, 000 

Minnesota _ _ 

3,  926,  000 

3,  333,  000 

-593, 000 

Mississippi  .  . 

2,  707,  000 

2,  354,  000 

—3.53,  OIK) 

Missouri . . . 

4,415,000 

4,  024,  000 

-391,000 

Montana _ 

3,  034,  000 

2,  069,  000 

—966, 000 

Nebraska _ _ _ 

2,  947,  000 

2,  083,  000 

-864, 000 

Nevada . . . 

1,  950,  000 

1,527,  000 

—423, 000 

New  Hampshire _ 

735,  000 

920, 000 

+185, 000 

New  Jersey _ 

1,  974,  000 

3,  209,  000 

+1, 235, 000 

New  Mexico _ 

2,  457,  000 

1,780,000 

-677, 000 

New  York _ _ 

7, 162,000 

10,  396, 000 

+3,  234, 000 

North  Carolina _ 

3,  757, 000 

3,  744, 000 

-13,000 

North  Dakota _ 

2, 191, 000 

1,  648,  000 

-543,  IKK) 

Ohio  _ 

5,  297,  000 

6, 300, 000 

+1,003,000 

Oklahoma _ 

3,  238, 000 

2,  645, 000 

-593,000 

Oregon  ...  _ 

2,  587, 000 

1,993,000 

-594,000 

Pennsylvania _ 

5, 970, 000 

7,  809, 000 

+1,839,000 

Rhode  Island.. . 

735,000 

920, 000 

+185,01X1 

South  Carolina _ 

2,  041,000 

1,  993, 000 

-48, 000 

South  Dakota . . 

2, 359, 000 

1,  732, 000 

-627, 000 

Tennessee _ 

3,284,000 

3, 154, 000 

-130,000 

Texas _ 

9,  823,  000 

8,  456, 000 

-1, 367, 000 

Utah . . 

1,  739, 000 

1,  422, 000 

-317,000 

Vermont _ 

735,  000 

920, 000 

+  185,000 

Virginia  _ 

2,  880, 000 

2,  965,  000 

+85,000 

Washington _ 

2,  505, 000 

2,  345, 000 

-160,000 

West  Virginia _ 

1,654,000 

1 , 748, 000 

+94, 000 

Wisconsin . . . . 

3,  579, 000 

3,  368, 000 

-211,000 

Wyoming . . 

1,  884, 000 

1,494,000 

-390, 000 

District  of  Columbia.. 

735,000 

920,000 

+185,000 

HOUSE  BILL  REFERRED 

The  bill  (H.  R.  8583)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Executive  Office  and 
sundry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1955,  and  for  other  purposes, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
As  in^executive  session. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  ^before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States 
submitting  sayeral  nominations,  which 
were  referred \p  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees. 

(For  nominatioHs  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  FARM 
LOAN  ACT— CHANGEVOF  REFER¬ 
ENCE 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  PresidentNn  August 
1  of  last  year  the  Senator  frorrt,  Kansas 
[Mr.  Schoeppel]  introduced  a  «ill  (S. 
2552),  to  further  amend  section\3  of 
the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act,  as  amended, 
to  authorize  the  Federal  land  banksNx> 
make  a  bulk  purchase  of  certain  remaim 
ing  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage' 
Corporation. 
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The  bill  was  inadvertently  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  handles  such  legislation. 
I  have  talked,  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  onA Banking  and  Currency, 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart],  and  I  understand  he  has  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  referring>the  bill  to  the  proper 
committee,  which  is>\the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  th\  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  \be  discharged 
from  further  consideration  of  the  bill, 
and  that  it  be  referred  to  tn&  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.'- 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the\equest 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Resei 
the  right  to  object,  will  the  Senator 
his  request  again?  What  type  of  blU 
does  he  refer  to? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  a  bill  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  13  of  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act, 
as  amended.  It  authorizes  Federal  land 
banks  to  make  a  bulk  purchase  of  cer¬ 
tain  remaining  assets  of  the  Federal 
Home  Mortgage  Corporation.  It  was 
introduced  on  August  1  of  last  year,  but 
was  inadvertently  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Is  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  agreeable  to  this  request? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  I  have  talked  to 
him  about  it.  The  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  will  consider  the 
bill  as  soon  as  it  obtains  jurisdiction  of  it. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS 
COMMITTEE 


OF 


Plenipotentiary  to  Iceland,  to  be  Am¬ 
bassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipoten¬ 
tiary  of  the  United  States  to  Israel. 
Notice  is  given  that  the  nomination  will 
be  considered  by  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  at  the  expiration  of  6 
days. 


EDITORIALS,  ARTT- 
,  PRINTED  IN  THE 


As  in  executive  session. 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  MILLIKIN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Finance : 

Emile  A.  Pepin,  of  Rhode  Island,  to  he 
collector  of  customs  for  customs  collection 
district  No.  5,  with  headquarters  at  Provi¬ 
dence,  R.  I.; 

Maynard  C.  Hutchinson,  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  collector  of  customs  for  customs  col¬ 
lection  district  No.  4,  with  headquarters  at/ 
Boston,  Mass.;  and  / 

Bernhard  Gettelman,  of  Wisconsin,  tq-'be 
collector  of  customs  for  customs  collation 
district  No.  37,  with  headquarters  at  Mil¬ 
waukee,  Wis.  / 

By  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey, /rom  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public. Welfare: 

Arthur  Larson,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  labor. 


ADDRESSES, 

CLES,  ETC. 

APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorial,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  SMATHERS: 

Statement  prepared  by  him  on  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  development  loans. 

Article  by  Ansel  E.  Talbert,  entitled  “To¬ 
ward  an  Air  Merchant  Marine,"  published  in 
the  New  York  Herald  Tribune. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas: 

Address  delivered  by  Brig.  Gen.  Paul  L. 
^Wakefield  at  Fredericksburg.  Tex.,  on  March 
1954,  on  the  occasion  of  the  visit  of  four 
jrman  parliamentarians, 
immary  prepared  by  Arthur  H.  Kowert 
and\esolution  in  regard  to  the  visit  of  four 
parliamentarians  to  Fredericksburg, 
Tex.,  o?V  March  18,  1954. 

Historical  outline  of  development  of  Fred¬ 
ericksburg  Tex.,  prepared  by  William  Pet- 
mecky,  in  connection  with  the  visit  of  four 
German  parlmmentarians  on  March  18,  195' 
By  Mr.  I4XJTLER  of  Maryland: 

Address  entitled  “How  To  Curb  Commu¬ 
nist  Influence  in'Mndustrial  Relations/  de¬ 
livered  by  Albert  /  Epstein  before  tjie  an¬ 
nual  meeting  of  the  industrial  Relations  Re¬ 
search  Association  in'^Vashingtoiy  D,  C.,  in 
December  1953. 

By  Mr.  GILLETTE'S 

Editorial  entitled  "Bensbn  Objects  to  Edi¬ 
torial,  But  Facts  Are  AgabSst  Him,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Wallace  Farmer  apd  Iowa  Home¬ 
stead,  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  dealing  with  the 
cost  of  the  farm  progrs 

By  Mr.  CAPEH./RT: 

Letter  in  tribute  .to  Indiana  frohl  a  resi¬ 
dent  who  formerl/ived  in  Canada.  \ 

Editorial  enti/d  “Speaking  of  Drinking.” 
published  in  Farmers’  Exchange  of  March  26, 
1954,  dealing  With  the  underconsumptiork.of 
milk. 


\ 


expiration  of  his  term,  which  would  not 
end  until  more  than  a  year  and  one-half 
later.  All  of  us  regret  very  much,  in¬ 
deed,  that  poor  health  forces  Mr.  War¬ 
ren  to  retire. 

Mr.  President,  many  of  the  Member^ 
of  the  Senate  had  the  privilege  of  ser 
ing  in  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
Mr.  Warren,  where  he  was  a  Member  for 
16  years.  He  was  appointed  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  in  ,1940. 

Mr.  Warren  was  a  legislato/  of  great 
ability.  He  possessed  an  uni/ual  faculty 
for  conciliating  difference/ and  while  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
he  was  responsible  for  the  passage  of  a 
great  many  pieces  oR  forward-looking, 
progressive  legislation.  As  Comptroller 
General  he  convert/d  this  important  .of¬ 
fice  from  a  statq/of  chaos  into  an  effi¬ 
cient,  worth-while  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  yhich  has  rendered  much 
good  service/ 

Mr.  Wapren  is  a  public  servant  of  the 
highest  Arder.  He  always  called  the 
facts  a/he  saw  them,  without  regard  to 
partisan  considerations.  He  leaves  this 
post/'  with  the  thanks  of  the  American 
people  for  a  job  well  done  and  with  the 
lgh  esteem  of  thousands  who  have  been 
''privileged  to  know  him  throughout  the 
years. 

Mr.  HOEY.  Mr.  President,  Hon.  Lind¬ 
say  C.  Warren  will  retire  on  April  30, 
1954,  as  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States.  He  has  served  in  this 
position  for  13  V2  years.  I  do  not  know 
any  man  in  any  official  position  any¬ 
where  or  at  any  time  who  has  rendered 
more  dedicated  public  service  than  Lind¬ 
say  Warren,  nor  one  who  has  exhibited 
more  real  ability  and  genuine  devotion 
to  duty.  His  record  has  brought  un¬ 
usual  distinction  to  himself  and  great 
credit  to  his  native  State  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  which  he  represented  in  Congress 
from  the  First  District  of  North  Carolina 
for  many  years  and  achieved  national 
reputation. 


By  Mn  smith  of  New  jersey:  \  Mr.  Warren  has  been  a  warm  personal 

Editorial  entitled  “The  President’s  Trade  -  friend  of  mine  over  the  years.  I  have 
Policy, ’/published  in  the  New  York  Times  of  always  esteemed  him  most  highly.  The 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINA¬ 
TION  OF  EDWARD  B.  LAWSON  TO 
BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDI¬ 
NARY  AND  PLENIPOTENTIARY  TO 
ISRAEL 

Mr.  SMITTjfbf  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senate  received  today  the  nom¬ 
ination  pf  Edward  B.  Lawson,  of  the 
Districhxdf  Columbia,  a  Foreign  Service 
officer/of  the  class  of  career  minister, 
now/Jnvoy  Extraordinary  and  Minister 


Marc/31,  1954. 

Article  entitled  “For  a  United  Western 
P/cy  in  Asia,”  written  by  Anne  O'Hare  Mc- 
Obrmick,  and  published  in  the  New  York 
/Times  of  March  31,  1954. 

By  Mr.  THYE: 

Letter  addressed  to  him  by  Thruston  B. 
Morton,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  relat¬ 
ing  to  an  editorial  from  the  April  1954  Farm 
Journal  entitled  “Farmers  and  the  State  De¬ 
partment,”  dealing  with  disposal  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities. 

Article  entitled  “Tomorrow’s  Cost  of  To¬ 
day’s  Ill  Housed,”  written  by  Malvina  Lind¬ 
say,  and  published  in  the  Washington  Post 
and  Times-Herald  of  April  1,  1954. 

By  Mr.  LEHMAN:  ' 

Editorial  entitled  “Secretary  Benson  at 
Cornell,”  published  in  the  Watertown  (N.  Y.) 
Daily  Times  of  March  25.  1954,  dealing  with 
the  current  reduction  of  price  supports  for 
dairy  products. 


Mr. 


LINDSAY  C.  WARREN 
KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President, 


know  that  all  Members  of  Congress  read 
with  regret  the  news  that  Lindsay  War¬ 
ren,  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  will  retire  on  April  30,  before  the 


pepple  of  North  Carolina  have  real  ad¬ 
miration  and  affection  for  him.  His  ad¬ 
ministration  has  resulted  in  the  saving 
of  millions  of  dollars  to  the  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States.  His  foresight  and 
judgmen\has  enabled  the  Congress  to 
keep  fully  advised  as  to  many  vitally  im¬ 
portant  matters  which  would  have  es¬ 
caped  their  notice  but  for  his  vigilance 
and  diligence.  ^He  has  given  an  example 
to  other  Govermpent  agencies  by  dem¬ 
onstrating  how  lii^  own  great  depart¬ 
ment  could  save  irihney  in  its  adminis¬ 
tration  and  at  the  sanae  time  increase  its 
efficiency  and  broaden^  its  base  of  op¬ 
erations. 

In  this  connection,  I  wis1!!  to  thank  my 
good  friend  the  Senator  frotn  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver]  for  the  fine  tribute  he 
has  paid  to  Mr.  Warren.  \ 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  in¬ 
serted  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a '.letter 
which  Mr.  Warren  addressed  to\the 
President  of  the  United  States  uniier 
date  of  March  29,  1954,  and  the  reply 
President  Eisenhower  to  this  letter  dated'' 
March  31,  1954. 
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there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  future 
historians  would  be  any  kinder  in  their  judg- 
mentvof  us,  where  we  of  this  Congress  to 
reject  itlaska  and  Hawaii? 

Is  no\ ours  the  privilege  of  determining 
whether  Jiiture  generations  will  look  back 
upon  us  a\men  of  vision,  or  as  men  who 
were  singulaVly  lacking  in  this  quality? 

Shall  they  respect  us  as  we  now  do  the 
memories  of  tnk  statesmen  who  shared  the 
foresight  of  JefTebson?  Or  will  we  earn  for 
ourselves  the  ignominy  which  would  have 
been  theirs  had  they^rejected  the  Louisiana 
Purchase? 

The  bright  lamp  oK  history  clearly  il¬ 
lumines  both  paths.  It  tg  for  us  to  choose 
which  we  shall  take. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mist  President, 
first,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Tissular  Af¬ 
fairs  be  discharged  from  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  3575,  the  Ho^se  bill 
on  statehood  for  Hawaii 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  t\ere 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  California? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  what 
was  the  request? 

Mi'.  KNOWLAND.  I  asked  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of 
H.  R.  3575,  the  House  bill  providing  for 
statehood  for  Hawaii.  If  that  request 
be  granted,  I  shall  then  ask  that  the 
language  of  the  Senate  bill  be  substi¬ 
tuted  for  the  language  of  the  House  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  object. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  take  much  of  the  time  of  the 
Senate  at  this  late  hour.  However,  I 
think  these  facts  should  be  placed  in  the 
Record. 

So  far  as  Hawaii  is  concerned,  the 
Territory  has  been  an  incorporated  part 
of  the  United  States  for  more  than  half 
a  century.  Its  population  of  500,000  is 
larger  than  that  of  four  of  our  present 
States,  namely,  Vermont,  Delaware, 
Wyoming,  and  Nevada. 

Since  its  incorporation  as  a  Territory, 
Hawaii  has  paid  more  than  $1,650,- 
000,000  in  Federal  taxes. 

Pearl  Harbor  showed  that  our  weste. 
front  for  defense  purposes  was  no  logger 
the  west  coast. 

The  party  platforms  of  both/tnajor 
parties  called  for  statehood  in  lj*52,  and 
have  repeatedly  endorsed  siifli  state¬ 
hood  in  prior  conventions. 

The  most  recent  Gallup  o6ll,  taken  in 
January  1953,  showed  that  78  percent 
of  the  public  favor  admission  of  Hawaii 
to  statehood;  8  percent  were  opposed; 
and  14  percent  had  no  opinion. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  people  of. 
Hawaii,  according  to  numerous  polls, 
and  the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  want  Hawaii  as  the 
49th  State. 

According' to  the  1950  census,  84  per¬ 
cent  of  U (e  population  of  Hawaii  are 
native-lMU'n  American  citizens,  and  99.2 
perceng  of  all  its  school  children  are 
natiyLborn  Americans. 

le  percentage  of  Hawaii’s  battle  cas- 
u^Tties  in  Korea  was  three  times  that  of 
le  United  States. 


In  World  War  II,  one  battalion  from 
Hawaii  has  been  described  as  the  most 
decorated  unit  in  the  entire  history  of 
the  United  States. 

During  World  War  II,  according  to 
Mr.  J.  Edgar  Hoover,  Chief  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Investigation,  not  a  sin¬ 
gle  case  of  sabotage  by  a  Hawaiian  civil¬ 
ian  was  reported. 

Because  of  the  progress  which  has 
been  made  in  the  fields  of  transporta¬ 
tion  and  communication,  Hawaii,  for  all 
purposes,  is  closer  to  the  Nation’s  Cap¬ 
ital  today  than  were  many  of  the  Orig¬ 
inal  Thirteen  States. 

Among  all  the  present  48  States,  only 
Oklahoma  had  a  larger  population  when 
it  was  admitted  into  the  Union. 

The  present  and  past  Congresses  have 
held  11  congressional  hearings  on  the 
subject  of  statehood  for  Hawaii. 

So  far  as  Alaska  is  concerned,  while 
its  population  is  smaller  than  that  of 
Hawaii,  and  while  I  have  been  frank  to 
admit  that  I  believe  statehood  for  Ha- 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  had  hoped  that 
for  the  convenience  of  many  Senators 
it  would  be  possible  for  the  Senate  to 
conclude  its  session  for  today  v^f-y  soon. 
We  have  gone  through  a  long  debate. 
Two  whole  days  have  elapsed  since  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  was  en¬ 
tered  into.  My  proposal  will  merely  re¬ 
quire  a  couple  of  extra  rqoves. 

Under  the  unanimou^consent  request, 
I  shall  move  to  disch^l-ge  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  Then 
I  shall  have  to  niove  to  adjourn  the 
Senate  for  a  brief  period  of  time,  so  that 
we  may  proceed  in  another  legislative 
day.  The  prpcess  will  be  cumbersome. 
It  will  mean:  that  the  Senate  probably 
will  not  be  able  to  adjourn  for  several 
hours.  But  the  procedure  is  not  an 
unusual  one. 

I  syrtbmit  that  in  the  general  comity 
of  odr  relationships  in  the  Senate,  it  is 
the  customary  and  reasonable  practice, 


when  the  House  has  passed  a  bill  on  a 

waii  has  priority  in  consideration,  the  Senate  has  acted  on  a 

SL..„.u: _ _ _ _ _ similar  bill  of  its  own,  to  prepare  the 

measure  for  conference  by  following  the 
course  I  have  suggested.  That  is  the 


estion  before  the  Senate  today  is  tha 
if  Senators  believe  in  statehood  for  either 
Hawaii  or  Alaska,  or  for  both,  the  qrily 
way  tei  which  to  grant  statehood  is  to 
pass  tn£  bill  which  is  now  befo/e  the 
Senate.  /Otherwise,  statehood  /will  be 
dead,  so  fkr  as  this  session  of /the  Con¬ 
gress  of  theSUnited  States  is -concerned. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  mjrtime.  I  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the\distinaoished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  \Mr/ Eastland]  ,  who 


'within  his  rights 
sush  to  call  atten- 


objected  earlier,  w i 
to  do  so.  However, 
tion  to  the  fact- 

Mr.  EASTLAI 
the  Senator  yufid? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND. 
moment. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  merelj 
withdraw' my  objection. 

Mr.  SfNOWLAND.  I  thank  th£ 
ator.  . 

.  President,  the  unanimous-constent 
request  I  made  was  that  the  Committee 


Mr\President,  will 
I  win.  yield  in  a 


.wish  to 


.Sen- 


orderly  procedure  of  the  Senate.  But 
if  it  is  necessary  to  do  it  the  hard  way, 
we  shall  simply  have  to  do  it  the  hard 
way. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  SmathersI. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President, 
there  have  been  three  speeches  from  the 
majority  side;  one  from  the  majority 
leader,  who  has  stated  that  he  is  in 
favor  of  the  bill,  one  from  the  chairman 
of  the  Republican  policy  committee,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson], 
who  has  stated  he  is  against  it,  and  a 
third  speech  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  able  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  who  has 
stated  he  is  likewise  against  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  Alaska  has  been  attached  to  the 
Hawaiian  statehood  bill.  It  is  obvious. 


Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  be  dis\  therefore,  that  this  is  not  a  partisan 
Charged  from  further  consideration  of  \issue. 


■  H.  R.  3575,  the  House  bill  providing  for 
statehood  for  Hawaii.  If  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  should  be  granted, 
I  would  then  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the 
House  bill  be  stricken,  and  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  bill,  S.  49,  be  sub¬ 
stituted  therefor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  object. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield,  if  I  have  any  time  remaining. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  majority  lead¬ 
er  recognizes,  I  assume,  that  a  motion 
could  be  filed  to  accomplish  what  he 
has  just  requested.  It  will  tie  up  the 
Senate  a  little  longer,  but  it  is  possible 
to  obtain  the  action  in  that  way,  if  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  desires  to 
proceed  in  that  way.  That  practice  is 
followed  day  after  day  on  other  types 
of  legislation. 


J  think  it  is  important  for  the  Senate 
toNjave  an  opportunity  to  study  the  bill 
further. 

I  thi^ik  throughout  the  debate  we  have 
demonstrated  that  there  is  no  moral  or 
legal  obligation  to  grant  statehood  to 
either  Territory.  We  also  have  pointed 
out,  indisputably,  that  the  question  is  a 
matter  to  be^decided  by  the  Congress 
whenever  it  wishes  to  decide  it.  I  think 
we  have  been  abl£  to  show  that  Alaska 
and  Hawaii  will  be  Infinitely  better  off  by 
granting  them  cofnmonwealth  status 
enabling  each  to  attain  a  maximum  de¬ 
gree  of  self  government\under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  United  States. 

Once  we  admit  as  newNstates  Terri¬ 
tories  beyond  our  contiguou\  land  mass 
we  will  have  shattered  a  well-established 
precedent,  the  effects  of  whicn,  no  one 
can  foresee.  If  we  can  reach  o^t  into 
the  Pacific  Ocean  some  2,000  milek  and 
make  a  Territory  a  State,  if  we  can,  go 
up  into  the  Bering  Sea  and  the  Arctein 
Ocean  and  take  in  another  Territory  a9 
a  State,  how  can  we  logically  deny  state- 
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hood  to  other  noncontiguous 
throughout  the  world?  .. 

I  think  the  bill  should  go  back  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insulai  Af- 
fairt.  for  further  study. 

Mr.\ CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  fiom 
New  MeXjco  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

Mr  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  SenatoiMrom  New  Mexico  yield  to  me 
for  a  moment? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  renew  my  re¬ 
quest  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs V:  discharged  from 
the  further  consideraNon  of  H.  R.  3575, 
to  enable  the  people  of*,  Hawaii  to  foim 
a  constitution  and  State  government  and 
to  be  admitted  into  the  Union  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  States,  which 
is  the  House  bill  on  Hawaiian  statehood. 
If  that  request  shall  be  granted  I  shall 
immediately  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  3575,  that  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  be  stricken  out,  and  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  Senate  bill  49,  as  amended, 
substituted. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  first  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Now,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  make  the  second  request,  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  3575,  and  that  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  be  stricken  out,  and  that  Senate 
bill  49,  as  amended,  be  substituted  for  the 
House  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  second  request?  The 
chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  now  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendment  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  now  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  minority  leader,  I  am  prepared 
yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the 
Chair  and  have  a  vote  at  this  time^ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  back  the  remainde/of  my 
time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT, 
tion  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND  and  other  Senators 
asked  for  the  yeas  and  na»b,  and  the  yeas 
and  nays  were  ordered./ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  yeas 
and  nays  having  been  ordered,  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll.  / 

The  legislative  qferk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  SALTONSI* ALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  l  Mr. 
Martin]  and  the  Senator  from  North 

■’Young]  are  absent  by  leave 

tor  from  New  Hampshire 
>],  the  Senator  from  Wis- 
vIcCarthy],  and  the  Senator 
sin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  neces- 
. 

ite  the  Senator  from  North 
Young]  Is  paired  with  the 


le  ques- 


Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Penn 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  would  vote  “nay.’ 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  BridgesI  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  l  Mr.  Me 
Carthy]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George]  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Massa 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Lennon],  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  announce  also  that  on  this  vote  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George]  is, 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  If  present  and  vot 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  would 
vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Mm 
nesota  would  vote  “yea. 

I  announce  further  that  on  this  v6te 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts /Mr 
Kennedy]  is  -paired  with  the  Senator 
•om  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Lennon].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Ma^achi&etts  would  vote  ^yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  would 
vote  Njay. 

I  announce  further  th/t  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr, 
Gore]  would  vote  “nay. 

The  resulKwas  Announced — yeas  57, 
nays  28,  as  follsw; 
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So  the  bill  (H.  R.  3575)  was  passed. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 


Senator  from  California  to  lay  opr’  the 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  tgfole  was 
agreed  to.  * 

The  title  was  amended  soAs  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  enable  the  people  of  Hawaii 
and  Alaska  each  to  form/a  constitution 
and  State  government  a/id  to  be  admit¬ 
ted  into  the  Union  oiyan  equal  footing 
with  the  original  Sta 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a/onference  thereon  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  JSe nate. 

The  mopon  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Butler  of 
Nebraska,  Mr.  Millikin,  Mr.  Cordon, 
Mr.  Murray,  and  Mr.  Anderson  con- 
fere®/  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

AUTHORIZATION  FOR  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS  TO  CONTINUE  THE  CON¬ 
STRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Senate  bill  3184,  Cal¬ 
endar  1092,  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

This  is  the  so-called  highway  bill,  re¬ 
garding  which  I  have  previously  made 
announcement.  It  is  not  intended  to 
have  the  Senate  proceed  to  debate  the 
bill  at  this  time;  the  purpose  is  to  have 
the  bill  made  the  unfinished  business. 

If  the  bill  is  now  made  the  unfinished 
business,  it  is  my  purpose  to  have  Sena¬ 
tors  then  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
make  insertions  in  the  Record  or  make 
speeches  or  submit  various  matters ;  and 
then  to  have  the  Senate  take  an  ad¬ 
journment  until  Monday  next,  at  12 
o’clock  noon,  at  which  time  there  will  be 
a  call  of  the  calendar  of  bills  and  other 
measures  to  which  there  is  no  objection, 
following  which  debate  on  the  highway 
bill  will  commence. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(S.  3184)  to  amend  and  supplement  the 
Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  without  amendment. 

ORDER  FORSADJOURNMENT  TO 
MONDAY 

Mr.  KNOWLAND*.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  its  business>^pday  the  Senate 
adjourn  until  12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday 
next.  \ 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  did  not  near  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader’s  request.  \ 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  reqiXt  is  that 
when  the  Senate  completes  its  business 
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HIGHLIGHTS:.  House  passed  bills  to:  Authorize  layTd  banks  to  purchase  FFnG  assets; 
liberalize  plant  patenting  law;  -regulate  pesticide  chemicals  or  food;  establish 
single  incentive -awards  program.  Douse  debated"  Interior  appropriation  bill.  House 
agreed  to  conference  report  on  Lexicon  farsn- Labor  appropriation  measure,  Hep ,  Willis 
urged  increased  mainland  cane-sugar  quota,  Vsenate  debated  road-authorization  bill. 
Sen,  Aiken  introduced  bills  on  emergency  f^rrtv  loans,  crop-insurance  financing,  and 
tenant-loan  encouragement.  Senate  passed/ biljNs  to:  Authorize  Attorney  General  to 
conduct  certain  crime  investigations;  remove  limitations  on  Idles  City  research- 
land  transfer.  Sen.  Sllender  reconmendee. 'increased -mainland  cane-sugar  quota. 


7 

/ 

/  HOUSE 

/ 

PESTICIDE  GKEITCALS.  Passed  as  reported  H,  R.  712 to  prohibit  the  use  of 
pesticide  chemicals  as ^additives  to  raw  agricultural  commodities  unless  the 
quantity  does,  not  exceed  the  limits  of  tolerance  as  established  by  HEW  or  is 
exempted  from  the  requirement  of  tolerance  by  the  SecretarV  of  HEW,  ,and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  regulations  for  classifications  of  pesticide  chemicals  according  to  the 
degree  of  tolerance,  etc,  (pp,  4334-6)© 


section  13  of 
to  make  a 
page  Corpora- 


FART'  LOaNS.  Pa^ed  without  amendment  H,  R,  6711,  to  further  ame } 
the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  Federal  land 
bulk  purchase'  of  certain  remaining  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm  j.or 
tion  (pp,  /+936-7) * 

Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  eliminate  the  requirement 
that  economic  disaster  loans  be  restricted  to  areas  designated  by  the  President 
and  to/make  additional  funds  available  for  economic  emergency  loans;  toNAgricul- 
ture  Committee  (p*  4370) a 

RESEARCH.  Passed  as  reported  H0  R©  5420,  which  provides  that  whoever  invent  or 
.scovers  and  asexually  reproduces  any  distinct  and  new  variety  of  plant,  in¬ 
cluding  cultivated  sports,  mutants,  hybrids,  and  newly  found  seedlings  (other 


-2- 


thdri  a  tuberpropagated  plant  or  a  plant  found  in  an  uncultivated  state)  may 
obtain  a  patent  therefor  under  the  Plant  Patent  Act  (pc  4337)* 

issed  -without  amendment  S*  1456,  to  authorize  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Inst it) 
to  accept  funds  from  Latin  American  governments  for  its  maintenance  (p.  4332] 
This  bill  -will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


4« 


PERSONNEL.  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7774,  the  proposed  '’Federal  Employees 
Incentive  Awards  Act  of  1954”  (pp*  4323-31)*  The  bill  provides  as  fol^ws.i 


Imposes  a  dutv  on  each  administrator  to  establish  an  incentive  awards  /program 


for  his  department  or  agency  in  accordance  with  standards  and  regulations  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission.  Places  the  responsibility  on  the  Commission  to  in¬ 
spect  these  programs  and  to  request  the  administrator  to  revise  or  modify  his 
plan  if  necessary  A  Authorizes  the  Commission  to  establish  an  incentive  awards 
office,  appoint  a  director  thereof,-  and  delegate  to  him  whatever  duties  it  deems 
necessary-.  Establishes  the  line  of  administrative  authority  /from  the  director 
of  the  incentive  awards,  office  directly  to  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Commis- 
sion0  Authorizes  departments  to  pay  cash  awards  and  expenses  for  honorary  rec¬ 
ognition  from  their  gener&l  appropriations;  and  permits  ac  number  of  different 
departments  who  have  all  benefited  from  a  single  suggestion  to  share  in  the 
award  granted  therefor.  Places  a  limitation  of  65,OOy  on  an  individual  cash 
award  which  an  administrator  \an  grant  under  his  owr/ authority,  but  permits  such 
awards  up  to  625,000  if  appr  ovVl  by  the  Commission/  Authorizes  the  President  to 
pay  additional  cash  awards  and  isncur  expenses  for/honorary  recognition  if  a  sug¬ 
gestion  or  invention  is  of  a  higniy  meritorious /or  exceptional  nature.  States 
that  due  weight  shall  be  given  to  Wards  in  considering  employees  for  promotion. 
Repeals  all  existing  laws  gov er ningNi nee nt ivaZ-awards  programs.  Establishes  the 
effective  date  of  the  bill  as  90  daysv  aft  er/ its  enactment. 

Rep.  Hagen,  subcommittee  chairmans  stated*  "I  want  to  emphasize  at  this 
point  that  section  3  (a)-  of  this  bill  :A2l1  permit  departments  and  agencies  to 
continue  the  practice  of  granting  length ^of-service  awards  for  longevity  as  is 
presently  done  under  authority  of  Public  Daw  600  of  the  79th  Congress”  (p«4329). 


d 


5.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R\  7308,  to  repeal  Sec.  307  of  the 
Federal  Civil  Defense  Act  of  195/  which  provings  for  termination  of  title  III 
(emergency  authority)  on  June  3J&,  1954  (p.  432 £ 


6.  FARII  LABOR.  Agreed  to  the  co/ference  report  on  H.\Je  Res.  461,  ap pr o p r iat i ng 
/478,0G0  additional  to  the /labor  Department  for  theV’exican  farm  labor  program 
(p.  4324) o  7  X 


Q 


7.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Began  debate  on  thoA  bill,  H.  R.  8680  (pp. 
4340-61),  A  considerjable  portion  of  the  debate  was  on  reclamation  and  electri¬ 
fication  items o 


8.  SUGAR.  Rep.  bill/s  urged  an  increase  in  the  quota  of  the  mainland  cane  sugar 
area  from  500,000  to  600,000  tons  of  raw  sugar  (pp.  4368-70) 


9.  TUNA  II PORTS/'  Rep.  King,  Calif.,  urged  increased  restrictions  omtuna  imports 
(pp,  4361- ~ 


SENATE 


LO.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIO;  S.  Began  debate  on  3.  3184,  to  authorize  road  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  (pp.  4310-2). 


i 


11.  /tlGAR .  Sen.  Ellender  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,  S«  3019,  to  increase  the'Vlomes- 
tic  sugarcane  quota  by  100,000  tons  (pp.  4318-9). 
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r  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush] 
to  V?is  announcement. 

owing  that  bill,  I  hope  to  have  the 
Senatk  take  up  Senate  bill  2713,  Calen¬ 
dar  1080,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  reconvey  certain  property 
which  the  city  of  Boulder,  Colo.,  donated 


to  the  I 

establishment,  of 
laboratory. 

Following  t 
Senate  take  up 
dar  1134,  to  provide' 
school  lands  shall  ve; 


Commerce  for  the 
radio  propagation 


ill, 


I  hope  to  have  the 
ate  bill  2874,  Calen- 
,hat  title  to  certain 
the  States  un- 


1927,  notwith- 
which  may 
>  at  the  time 


ration  of 
deal  of 


der  the  act  of  January 
standing  any  Federal  le 
be  outstanding  on  such 
they  are  surveyed. 

I  do  not  believe  the  consii 
those  bills  will  require  a 
time. 

The  next  major  bill  will  be  Hoff$e  bill 
6342,  Calendar  1085,  to  amend  the 
lie  Building  Act  of  1949  to  authorize  "the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
quire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts ;  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post-office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  have  previously  made 
an  announcement  regarding  that  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  for  permitting  me  to 
make  this  announcement  at  this  time. 


Committee  that  the  Chinese  Commu¬ 
nists  are  “coming  awfully  close’’  to  ag¬ 
gression  in  Indochina  which  might  call 
for  retaliation  against  the  Chinese 
mainland.  The  Secretary  of  State  did 
not  specify  what  nation  or  nations  might 
carry  the  war  to  the  Chinese  mainland, 
but  earlier  he  said  the  Communist 
threat  to  southeast  Asia  must  be  met  by 
unity  of  will  and  if  need  be,  unity  of 
action. 

The  second  alternative  is  for  America 
to  enter  the  war  on  the  side  of  the 
French  and  their  Vietnam  associates  to 
prevent  Communist  conquest.  Secre¬ 
tary  Dulles,  fully  supported  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  has  in  effect  served  notice  that 
the  United  States  will  fight,  if  necessary, 
to  prevent  Indochina  from  falling  into 
Communist  hands.  The  President  has 
refused  to  close  the  door  completely  to 
possible  use  of  American  forces  in  Indo¬ 
china,  and  he  has  endorsed  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  State  that  the 
whole  free  community  should  take  unit¬ 
ed  action  to  prevent  Communist  con¬ 
quest  of  Indochina.  While  the  precise 


the  French  political  scene  could  cause 
a  most  dangerous  cleavage  in  France 
and  even  bring  about  violent  counter¬ 
action  prompted  by  elements  in/the 
Army  and  by  interests  which  stand  to 
lose  greatly  if  the  Reds  take  over  Indo¬ 
china.  Civil  anarchy  in  France  could 
have  disastrous  effects  on  thq/entire  At¬ 
lantic  alliance. 

When  we  examine  the  narrow  range 
of  choice,  we  see  how  foolish  it  is  to 
utter  empty  phrases  atxjut  our  having 
seized  the  initiative  inahe  cold  war.  The 
alternatives  before  us  are  scarcely  those 
to  which  far-seeing  statesmen  would 
willingly  have  §6ught  to  limit  them¬ 
selves. 

The  question  remains:  are  these  the 
only  remaining  alternatives — appease¬ 
ment,  anoJJier  war  in  Asia,  or  capitula¬ 
tion  and  abandonment? 

The  range  of  choice  offered  us  is  so 
limitejf  because  our  whole  approach  to 
the  Crisis  in  Indochina  is  based  on  a 
misconception.  We  refuse  to  regard  the 


struggle  in  Indochina  as  anything  but 
4  military  problem,  or  primarily  a  mili- 
eaning  of  this  declaration  has  not  been  tary  problem.  If,  indeed,  it  is  nothing 


THE  WAR  IN  INDOCHINA  AND  THE 

IMPENDING  CONFERENCE  AT 

'  GENEVA 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  speak  briefly  on  the  war  in  Indochina 
and  the  impending  conference  at  Geneva. 

This  is  a  time  for  plain  speaking,  and 
for  a  frank,  honest,  and  earnest  search 
for  the  best  possible  course  for  America 
to  follow. 

Even  though  not  a  single  American 
may  have  fired  a  shot,  or  been  fired  on, 
in  the  war  in  Indochina,  America  is 
deeply,  dangerously,  and  perhaps  in¬ 
extricably  involved  in  this  area.  Our  in¬ 
volvement  grows  greater  as  the  struggle 
reaches  the  point  of  extreme  crisis. 

A  narrow  set  of  ugly  choices  has  bet 
presented  to  us.  In  simplest  terms, ythe 
alternatives  in  Indochina  have  bee 
duced  to  three:  Appease,  fight,  or/fjuit — 
purchase  peace  from  the  Commuhists,  or 
make  war  against  the  Communists,  or 
abandon  Southeast  Asia  to  tjre  Commu¬ 
nists. 

The  first  alternative  is  t/f  pay  the  price 
that  Communist  China  demands  for 
stopping  aid  to  the  ^Indochinese  Viet 
Minh  forces.  The  French  themselves  do 
not  have  the  power  to  pay  this  price. 
Only  the  United  States  can  pay  it.  The 
price  is  recognition  of  the  Peiping  regime 
and  its  admission  to  the  United  Nations. 
Secretary  Dimes  has  echoed  the  prevail¬ 
ing  sentiment  of  the  Congres  and  of  the 
Americanypeople  in  flatly  opposing  any 
settlemeju.  of  the  Indochina  conflict 
which  Would  require  our  yielding  to  these 
Ids. 

President,  this  morning  the  emi- 
it  Secretary  of  State,  John  Foster 
Julies,  told  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 


jffe  clear,  a  reasonable  interpretation 
is  that  it  is  a  commitment  to  go  to  w4r 
if  necessary.  / 

The\hird  alternative  would  be  our  ac- 
ceptanckof  French  withdrawal  from  In¬ 
dochina  oh  whatever  terms  they  can  ex¬ 
tract  fromljo  Chi  Minh  and,, hence,  our 
acceptance  of  loss  of  the  entire  region 
to  the  Communists. 

This  is  the  rpad  the  French  would 
have  to  take  if  tliq  United  States  should 
refuse  to  choose  either,  of  the  other  alter¬ 
natives:  political  concessions  to  pur¬ 
chase  peace  or  adtiv^  intervention  to 
fight  on  the  French  sid 

The  French  people  ar^.  weary  of  this 
long  and  bitter  conflict-Vfar  wearier 
than  we  Americans  were  affer  3  years 
of-  Korea.  Their  men  have  fought 
bravely,  their  best  young  officers  have 
been  decimated,  their  political  conces¬ 
sions  to  the  Indochinese  have  been  too 
few  and  too  late,  and  now  they  no  longer 
believe  the  war  can  be  won  in  a  military 
sjsfose.  They  argue  that  just  as  America 


but  a  military  problem,  that  is  because 
of  a  failure  to  solve  the  political  prob¬ 
lem.  Soldiers  are  paying  for  the  failures 
of  statesmen,  as  so  often  happens. 

The  Communists  do  not  regard  it  as 
merely  a  military  struggle.  Their  mili¬ 
tary  operations  are  for  the  purpose  of  po¬ 
litical  advantage,  harassment,  and  pres¬ 
sure.  They  do  not  expect  to  win  by  mil¬ 
itary  victory.  They  do  not  believe  they 
will  have  to.  They  expect  to  win  by  the 
exhaustion,  defeatism,  and  ultimate 
withdrawal  of  the  French  on  one  hand, 
and  by  the  apathy,  despair,  and  war 
weariness  of  the  peoples  of  Indochina 
on  the  other. 

But  why  is  there  war  in  Indochina  and 
why  has  this  war  been  going  on  for  al¬ 
most  8  years?  Just  because  a  Com¬ 
munist  force  called  the  Vietminh  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  capture  control  of  Vietnam, 
Cambodia,  and  Laos?  Just  because 
Communist  China  is  supplying  arms  to 
the  Vietminh  to  drive  the  French  from 
Indochina?  Just  because  the  French  are 
Sought  and  secured  a  truce  in  Korea,  so\ resisting  this  attempt  to  expand  com- 
now  France  must  seek  and  secure  one  munism  and  expel  them  from  Asia?  No, 
in  Indochina.  Mr.  President,  these  are  not  the  original 

If  and  when  the  French  delegates  re-  v  '  a  — “  "  '* 

turn  from  the  Geneva  conference  to 
Paris  without  having  secured  a  settle¬ 


ment  of  the  Indochina  war  through 
United  States- Chinese  negotiation,  the 
present  French  Government  will  prob¬ 
able  give  way  to  a  new  government  able 
and  willing  to  deal  directly  with  the 
Communist  Vietminh  for  an  end  to  hos¬ 
tilities  on  whatever  terms  possible. 

A  truce  reached  between  France  and 
the  Vietminh  would  be  but  a  brief  pre¬ 
lude  to  complete  communization  of  Viet¬ 
nam,  followed  by  absorption  of  the 
weaker  neighbor  states  of  Cabdoia  and 
Laos  into  the  Communist  empire. 

Furthermore,  a  French  Government 
able  to  negotiate  with  the  Reds  in  Indo¬ 
china  would  unquestionably  have  the 
support  of  the  French  Communist  Party. 
Such  a  government  might  even  include 
Communist  participation.  Thus  a  major 
Communist  objective  in  France  would 
be  achieved.  Such  a  drastic  change  in 


causes  of  this  conflict,  but  rather  the 
causfes  of  its  prolongation. 

Thefce  is  war  in  Indochina  because  of 
nationalism,  because  of  the  passionate 
desire  and,  determination  of  the  people 
to  be  rid  of  foreign  rule  and  to  govern 
themselves  Without  interference  from 
any  outside  \ource,  and  because  of 
French  refusal  tsq  grant  independence  in 
time  and  to  the  degree  the  Indochinese 
demand.  The  Comjnunists  have  largely 
succeeded  in  monopolizing  the  national¬ 
ist  movement  and  in  ^identifying  them¬ 
selves  with  the  nationalist  sentiment. 
The  Communists  did  notxdo  this  by  of¬ 
fering  communism  or  mentioning  collec¬ 
tive  farms,  slave  labor,  secret  police,  and 
all  the  other  horrors  of  Commpnist  rule. 
They  have  done  it  by  offeringSpational 
freedom. 

For  the  United  States,  and  for  the  rest 
of  the  free  world,  the  problem  is  holy  to 
win  the  peoples  of  Indochina  away  fr 
the  Communists  and  away  from  tf 
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apathy' and  despair  that  have  resulted 
from  this  bloody  struggle  in  their  home¬ 
land.  v 

How  can  \ye  do  this?  Have  we  time  to 
do  it?  Arming  the  French  and  sending 
military  technicians  and  B-26  bombers 
may  prevent  further  Communist  military 
success  in  the  immediate  emergency.  I 
pray  that  they  wilhdo  so.  Every  Amer¬ 
ican’s  sympathy  is  with  the  brave  French 
forces  fighting  in  the  inferno  of  Dien 
Bien  Phu.  But  military  missions  and 
bombers  do  not  touch  the  central  polit¬ 
ical  issue;  and  the  issue  in  Indochina  is 
political.  The  root  of  it  is  nationalism — • 
the  demand  of  the  people  Spr  freedom 
and  independence. 

If  we  shake  loose  our  obsession  with 
military  measures  and  seek  to  'win  the 
political  strugle  in  Indochina,  the\range 
of  choice  before  us  is  not  as  narrow  as 
we  have  been  told. 

There  are  two  steps  which  I  believe  we 
can  take  as  part  of  a  program  of  politic® 
warfare,  as  distinct  from  military  meas¬ 
ures  in  Indochina.  The  purpose  of  this 
program  would  be  to  win  the  peoples  of 
Indochina  to  the  side  of  the  community 
of  free  nations  and  to  win  the  support  of 
the  millions  throughout  Asia  and  the  rest 
of  the  world  who  believe  that  America 
has  some  selfish,  ulterior  purpose  in  go¬ 
ing  to  the  aid  of  the  French. 

If  this  is  not  done,  I  think  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  themselves  will  be  left  in 
doubt  as  to  the  justification  for  the  sac¬ 
rifices  which  armed  intervention  in 
Indochina  would  require  from  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  these  two  sug¬ 
gestions  in  no  spirit  of  partisanship,  but 
because  I  believe  there  are  ways  to  deal 
with  the  emergency  in  Indochina  other 
than  those  submitted  to  us.  I  believe 
they  offer  greater  promise  of  success  in 
winning  Indochina  for  the  free  world 
than  any  other  alternatives  so  far  pro¬ 
posed. 

If  we  declare  our  support  for  com¬ 
plete  independence  for  the  peoples  of 
Indochina,  and  act  on  that  declaration, 
and  if  we  bring  the  aggression  in  Indo¬ 
china  before  the  United  Nations,  as  the 
threat  to  world  peace  and  security  we 
all  know  it  is,  then  we  can  stand  before 
the  world  as  champions  of  freedom  and 
of  peace,  and  no  man  will  dare  challenge 
our  right  to  the  title.  / 

Let  us  do  these  things  before  the 
Geneva  Conference,  before  our.French 
allies  face  the  impossible  condition  of 
diplomatic  stalemate  on  top  pi  military 


they 


leavi 


up  the 
g  nothing  to 


stalemate,  and  before 
struggle  in  Indochina 
replace  their  strength. 

Here  is  a  way  to  seizfe  the  initiative. 
If  we  seize  it,  we  hawe  a  chance  to  win 
political  victory  whpre  military  victory 
has  eluded  the  French  for  8  years.  If 
we  are  accused  ofcuneddling  in  another's 
affairs,  the  answer  is  that  it  is  our  affair 
too,  and  that  at  France’s  urgent  request 
we  are  demonstrating  it  with  tangible 
evidence  of/money,  arms,  military  mis¬ 
sions,  and/6verwhelming  public  concern. 

Let  us/face  these  facts.  In  the  long 
run  we/will  be  thanked  for  having  done 
so,  ev/n  by  those  who  in  the  short  run 
may/feel  their  interests  have  been  hurt. 
If>e  are  denounced  by  those  who  still 
in  colonial  imperialism,  then  let 


lieve 


us  be  proud  to  have  earned  their  re¬ 
proach,  for  in  having  earned  it  we  shall 
also  have  won  back.  I  believe,  the  con¬ 
fidence  and  faith  in  the  purity  of  our  in¬ 
tentions  among  countless  millions 
throughout  the  world  who  regard  the 
United  States  of  America  as  the  cham¬ 
pion  of  colonial  freedom. 

The  people  of  Indochina  do  not  want 
communism,  but  they  will  take  even 
communism  in  preference  to  dying 
slowly  in  a  war  for  a  cause  they  do  not 
regard  as  their  own.  Their  cause  is  free¬ 
dom.  That  must  be  our  cause  too. 

If  the  administration  wants  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  true  initiative  against  the  Com¬ 
munists,  then  it  must  seize  this  last  re¬ 
maining  opportunity  before  Geneva  to 
offer  the  peoples  of  Indochina  what  they 
want,  to  offer  the  French  an  honorable 
way  out  of  their  tragic  dilemma,  and  to 
raise  before  the  peoples  of  the  entire 
free  world  a  banner  to  which  they  can 
enthusiastically  repair. 

We  have  the  means,  we  have  the  faith, 
jve  still  have  the  time.  Four  weeks  from 
w  it  may  be  too  late, 
irst,  let  us  return  to  a  great  l 
caiK  tradition :  the  tradition  of  supp6rt 
for  colonial  peoples  struggling  against 
empires  for  their  liberty.  Let  u^/ao,  at 
once,  whatever  is  necessary  to.fhake  it 
unmistakably  plain  that  America  is  on 
the  side  orvthe  peoples  of  Indochina  for 
the  sake  of\their  independence  as  well 
as  of  our  security.  I  am  aware  that  for 
years  we  have \rged  the  .French  to  grant 
greater  freedomSfor  the*  Indochinese,  but 
do  the  Indochinese/know  this?  And 
does  the  rest  of  thfivworld  know  it?  Let 
us  now  do  these  things: 

Demonstrate  in  me  frankest  and 
clearest  language  possible  that  we  want 
Vietnam,  Cambodia,  andNLaos  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  free  and  independent  nations; 

Send  United  States  ambassadors  to 
each  of  these  3  governments,  in  place 
of  the  J'who  is  now  assigned  \o  all  3; 

Negotiate  directly  with  thesevgovern- 
ments  agreements  of  mutual  defense  de¬ 
signed  to  aid  in  securing  themVnde- 
pendence  from  all  forms  of  colonialism 
•and  imperialism,  old  or  new,  from  what¬ 
ever  source; 

Send  military,  economic,  and  techni¬ 
cal  assistance  to  these  three  govern¬ 
ments  directly  rather  than,  as  we  are 
now  doing,  except  for  $25  million  eco¬ 
nomic  aid,  through  the  French  budget. 

There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
American  people  favor  freedom  and  in¬ 
dependence  for  the  peoples  of  Indo¬ 
china.  Now  is  the  time  to  demonstrate 
that  fact  by  deeds  and  by  words.  There 
is  very  little  time  left. 

The  other  step  in  the  alternative  ap¬ 
proach  I  propose  is  to  bring  the  war  in 
Indochina  before  the  United  Nations. 

If,  as  we  believe,  this  war  is  a  clear 
and  present  danger  to  the  peace  and  se¬ 
curity  of  the  world,  then  it  must  be 
brought  before  the  United  Nations. 

In  Korea  the  moral  position  of  the 
United  States  was  unassailable,  .because 
United  Nations  observers  were  on  the 
scene  to  report  the  North  Korean  inva¬ 
sion.  The  United  Nations  did  not  have 
to  accept  our  word  for  it  because  its  own 
impartial  observers  were  on  the  spot. 
There  should  be  U.  N.  observers  on  or 


near  the  frontier  between  China  jfnd 
Indochina.  Let  the  Communists  explain 
'their  refusal  to  allow  the  U.  N.  tgr  know 
what  is  going  on. 

If  the  Indochina  crisis  is  not"  brought 
before  the  United  Nations,  oiyWhat  legal 
or  moral  grounds  can  the  Tainted  States 
base  any  decision  to  inteytane  in  force 
or  to  urge  our  associates  in  the  free  world 
to  join  in  united  action/to  prevent  Com¬ 
munist  conquest?  9n  what  grounds 
would  these  associates  base  their  accept¬ 
ance  of  our  proppsals? 

If  this  is  not  dqne,  it  will  be  extremely 
difficult  to  convince  the  doubting  na¬ 
tions  of  much/of  the  world  that  we  are 
not  merely  toying  to  bolster  colonial  rule 
in  Indochiifa  or  to  convince  them  that 
what  is  happening  is  really  Chinese  ag- 
gressioiy'against  her  neighbors. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  speak  briefly  on  the  pending  bill, 
S.  3184,  the  highway  bill. 

After  many  hearings  and  after  a  great 
deal  of  work  in  considering  the  various 
bills  which  had  been  submitted,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  believes  that  the 
bill  as  reported  is  probably  the  best  that 
could  be  enacted,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
United  States  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  President,  Federal  responsibility 
for  the  development  of  a  national  high¬ 
way  system  for  military  and  commercial 
purposes  was  recognized  at  the  very  be¬ 
ginning  of  our  history  as  a  nation. 

George  Washington,  as  we  know,  was 
a  surveyor  and  an  engineer.  He  was  one 
of  the  first  advocates  of  a  great  highway 
to  provide  communication  between  the 
East  and  the  West. 

The  first  step  in  that  direction  was 
taken  in  1806  when  Congress  authorized 
the  construction  of  the  National  Pike. 
This  became  the  principal  route  for  the 
tremendous  overland  transportation  that 
contributed  so  much  to  the  settlement 
and  economic  development  of  the  West. 
It  is  now  part  of  the  heavily  traveled 
U.  S.  Route  40. 

Regardless  of  the  vast  progress  made 
by  other  systems  of  transportation  and 
the  expansion  of  traffic  on  our  canals, 
rivers,  railroads,  and  in  the  air,  the  pub¬ 
lic  roads  continue  to  be  the  basic  system 
of  transportation  in  our  country.  They 
are  vital  factors  in  military  and  peace¬ 
time  service.  To  a  large  extent  public 
roads  have  carried  the  lifeblood  of  Amer¬ 
ican  progress. 

In  the  matter  of  highway  development, 
we  find  a  situation  that  is  different  from 
other  forms  of  transportation.  The  cost 
of  our  free  highways  has  always  been 
met  out  of  taxes,  paid  by  the  public. 

So  that  today,  with  the  tremendous 
demand  for  relief  from  the  congestion, 
delays,  and  dangers  of  an  inadequate 
highway  system,  the  most  serious  prob- 
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lem  confronting  us  is  how  to  get  the 
money. 

I  recognize  the  fact  that  those  of  us 
in  Government  who  are  cost  conscious 
and  economy  minded  are  faced  with  a 
tremendous  problem. 

It  is  our  job  and  our  responsibility  to 
balance  the  unquestioned  need  for  high¬ 
way  development  adequate  to  meet  the 
present  and  future  traffic  requirements 
with  the  constantly  climbing  costs  and 
the  ever-increasing  burden  on  the  tax¬ 
payer.  * 

The  public  demand  for  efficient  and 
rapid  motor  transportation  over  better 
and  safer  highways  was  never  more 
clearly  indicated  or  more  thoroughly 
justified. 

At  the  same  time  there  is  an  equally 
strong  demand  for  government  at  lower 
cost  and  sound  fiscal  policies  that  will 
take  away  some  of  the  double  pressure 
of  high  prices  and  high  taxes. 

We  are  all  aware  that  the  rapid  expan¬ 
sion  of  motor  transportation  has  been 
one  of  the  most  spectacular  facts  of  our 
century. 

Statistics  compiled  by  competent  au¬ 
thorities  present  a  revealing  picture  of 
the  highway  situation. 

In  1945,  according  to  statistics  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  accurate,  there  were  5  million 
trucks  on  our  highways.  In  1952  there 
were  9  million — an  increase  of  90  per¬ 
cent. 

Ton-miles  of  motortruck  transporta¬ 
tion  in  1945  totaled  55  billion — today  the 
total  is  115  billion — an  increase  of  108 
percent. 

Today  we  have  about  55  million  pas¬ 
senger  cars  on  our  streets  and  highways, 
and  about  200,000  buses  in  operation. 

More  than  3  million  new  vehicles  are 
placed  on  the  highways  every  year  in 
excess  of  those  that  are  scrapped. 

In  face  of  that  tremendous  traffic  de¬ 
mand  it  has  been  brought  out  that 
nearly  two-thirds  of  our  Federal-aid 
highway  system,  or  435,000  miles,  do  not 
give  satisfactory  service.  The  cost  of 
improvements  to  bring  them  up  to  pres¬ 
ent  day  traffic  needs  has  been  estimated 
at  $37  billion. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  at  least  23 
States  have  enacted  some  type  of  toll 
road  legislation  and  it  is  expected  that 
about  2,000  miles  of  toll  highways  will  be 
in  operation  in  the  country  within  the 
next  2  years. 

In  that  connection  it  has  been  stated 
by  authorities,  who  I  feel,  are  entirely 
competent  that  only  8,000  miles  of  self- 
liquidating  toll  roads  can  be  built  in  our 
country  today,  in  accordance  with  the 
present  population. 

For  that  reason  extreme  care  should 
be  used  in  the  planning  of  toll  roads  and 
they  should  be  authorized  only  after 
thorough  study. 

The  toll  roads  of  the  various  States 
should  be  coordinated  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible  through  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads. 

We  are  now  giving  much  considera¬ 
tion  to  civilian  defense.  Three  or  four 
years  ago  we  were  talking  of  spending 
billions  of  dollars  for  underground  safety 
factors  in  civilian  defense.  It  is  now 
recognized  that  provision  for  rapid  dis¬ 
persal  from  heavily  populated  areas  is 


extremely  important  in  civil  defense 
planning.  I  believe  there  will  be  no 
greater  help  along  this  line  than  an  ade¬ 
quate  system  of  interstate  and  urban 
roads.  I  believe  they  will  provide  the 
best  defense  against  any  attack  on  civil¬ 
ian  population. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  point 
to  which  I  would  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate.  It  is  the  fact  that 
when  we  consider  the  depreciation  in  the 
value  of  the  dollar  we  will  be  unable  to 
build  more  miles  of  highways  with  the 
proposed  increased  authorizations  than 
we  did  with  the  smaller  appropriations 
of  15  years  ago. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
marks  a  milestone  in  the  highway  his¬ 
tory  of  the  United  States.  For  the  first 
time  in  our  history,  it  proposes  to  apply 
to  the  building  of  highways  as  much 
money  as  is  collected  in  taxes  on  motor 
fuels.  For  the  first  time,  if  this  bill  be¬ 
comes  law,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  will  carry  a  billion  dollars  per  year 
for  highways. 

This  bill,  Mr.  President,  represents  an 
awakening  conscience  on  the  part  of 
America.  Last  year,  38,000  people  lost 


Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  the  total 
collections  of  Federal  excise  taxes  on 
gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  lubricating  oils 
in  1953  amounted  to  approximately  $979 
million.  They  have  been  increasing  at 
the  rate  of  from  5  to  10  percent  a  year. 
So,  it  is  believed  that  for  the  fiscal  years 
of  1956  and  1957,  for  which  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides,  the  receipts  will  pass  the  billion 
dollar  mark. 

For  years,  the  Federal  Government  has 
been  preaching  to  the  States  against  di¬ 
version  of  gas  tax  receipts;  penalizing 
them  in  fact  if  they  did  spend  revenues 
from  gasoline  taxes  on  nonhighway  pur¬ 
poses.  By  this  act  which  proposes  to 
make  available  for  highway  purposes  an 
amount  equal  to  the  receipts'  from  spe¬ 
cial  taxes  on  motor  fuels,  we  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  practice  what  we  preach — and 
doing  so  without  setting  any  precedents 
for  actual  earmarking  of  tax  receipts. 

This  bill  is  noteworthy,  Mr.  President, 
in  several  other  respects.  Among  them 
may  be  noted: 

First.  The  great  increase  for  the  in¬ 
terstate  system — making  it  sixfold  what 
it  now  is,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to 
the  table  above. 

Second.  Greater  leeway  for  States  to 
design  their  secondary  systems  with  con¬ 
sequent  saving  in  Federal  administra¬ 
tion  and  more  miles  of  secondary  roads 
built. 

Third.  Authority  for  the  President  to 
advance  the  effective  date  for  any  fund 


their  lives  and  1,350,000  people  were  in¬ 
jured  in  highway  accidents.  This  bill 
speaks  our  determination  to  provide 
safer  highways  and  to  cut  down  on  that 
terrible  toll  of  lives,  property,  and  hu¬ 
man  happiness. 

Compared  with  present  law,  the  bill 
provides  $910  million  annually  for  the 
Federal-aid  systems  against  $575  million 
today.  For  roads  on  Federal  lands,  the 
bill  provides  $90  million  against  $77,- 
500,000  authorized  in  present  law. 

Compared  with  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  this  bill  pro¬ 
poses  a  total  of  $110  million  more  for  the 
Federal-aid  systems  and  $15  million- 
more  for  the  Federal  land  roads — for¬ 
ests,  parks,  and  Indian  lands. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  a  brief 
table  showing  the  distribution  of  the 
amounts  proposed  for  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  forest  highways,  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  park  roads,  parkways, 
Indian  roads,  and  public  lands. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


by  as  much  as  1  year  if  economic  condi¬ 
tions  suggest  that. 

Fourth.  Matching  on  the  interstate 
system  on  a  60-40  basis  to  offset  higher 
costs  and  to  encourage  States  to  use  it 
fully  in  their  matching. 

Fifth.  Provisions  for  thorough  studies 
on  safety  design,  financing,  research  on 
materials  and  the  problem  of  costs  in 
utility  relocations. 

In  presenting  this  bill  to  the  Senate, 
Mr.  President,  we  believe  we  offer  a 
sound  program  of  domestic  public  works 
which  will  carry  benefits  to  every  section 
of  our  country.  The  dollars  spent  under 
this  bill  will  be  a  permanent  investment 
in  America  yielding  both  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  income  for  all  time  to  come. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  a  personal  word  of  appreciation 
to  the  several  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  who  are  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads — in  fact,  I  in¬ 
clude  every  member  of  the  committee — 
because  of  the  splendid  attendance  they 
gave  during  the  hearings  on  the  bill  and 
during  the  time  we  were  marking  up  the 
bill. 

I  wish  to  express  particular  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  the  leadership  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee^  on  Public 
Works.  His  long  experience  in  public 
life,  and  particularly  as  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  his  intimate  ac¬ 
quaintance  with  the  difficult  highway 


Federal-aid  systems 

Present  law 

House  bill 
(H.  R.  8127) 

Senate 
(S.  3184) 

Federal  primary  system  (45  percent) . . . . . 

Federal  secondary  system  (30  percent) _ 

Urban  system  (25  percent) _ _ _ _ _ 

$247.  500,  000 
165,  000,  000 
137,  500.  000 

$270,  000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
150,  000,  000 

$342,  000,  000 
228,  000,  000 
190,000,000 

Subtotal,  above  aid  programs . . . . _ 

650,  000.  000 
25,  000,  000 
22.  500,  000 
22,  500,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
2,500,000 

600,  000,  000 
200,  000,  000 
22,  500,000 
22,  500,000 
10, 000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 

760,  000,  000 
150,  000,  000 
25,  000,  000 
25,  000,  000 
12,  500,  000 
12,  500,  000 
12,  500,  000 
2,600,000 

Interstate  system  (matched  60-40) _ 

Forest  highways  (often  matched) _ _ _ _ 

Forest-development  roads  and  trails _ 

Park  roads  (largely  maintenance)  _ _ _ 

Parkways  (special  authorizations)  _ 

Indian  roads  (construction  and  maintenance) _ 

Public  lands _ _ _ _ _ 

Total  for  roads  in  the  United  States . . 

652,  500,  000 

875,  000,  000 

1,  002,  000,  000 

4312 
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problems  which  present  themselves  in  a 
State  of  the  size,  varied  terrain,  large 
population,  and  the  heavy  flow  of  traffic 
of  Pennsylvania,  enabled  him  to  give 
most  valuable  leadership  and  counsel  in 
preparing  this  bill.  .  . 

I  do  not  care  to  go  into  further  details 
with  reference to  the  bill  today.  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  Members  of  the  Senate  will  find 
the  report  of  the  committee,  which  has 
been  prepared  by  the  staff,  of  immense 
help  to  them.  Several  tables  are  em¬ 
braced  in  the  report  which  will  answer 
many  questions.  I  hope  to  resume  the 
debate  personally  sometime  tomorrow, 
and  to  give  further  particulars  regard¬ 
ing  the  details  of  the  bill  at  that  time. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  answer  a 
question  or  two  with  reference  to  the  bill. 
The  first  question  is  this:  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  bill,  approximately  $850,000,- 
000  will  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
according  to  the  old  formula*  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  sum  of  $760,000,000 
will  be  apportioned  for  the  Federal  pri¬ 
mary  system,  the  Federal  secondary  sys¬ 
tem.  and  the  urban  system,  under  the  old 
formula.  Of  the  $150,000,000  for  the  in¬ 
terstate  system,  one-half  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  under  the  old  formula  and  one- 
half  on  a  basis  of  the  ratio  of  popula¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  because  the  forest  highways  are 
built  entirely  with  Federal  funds,  and, 
consequently,  there  is  no  question  of 
apportionment  involved  in  the  case  of 
such  roads. 

Mr.  CASE.  There  is  no  question  of 
apportionment  in  connection  with  for¬ 
est  roads.  In  some  instances,  however. 
States  cooperate  by  voluntary  matching. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  And  by  maintenance. 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  sum  and  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  change  in  the  formula 
resolves  itself  down  to  $75  million,  or 
one-half  of  the  $150  million  allocated 
for  the  interstate  system.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  correct.  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  that, 
personally,  I  should  like  to  have  had  it 
based  on  the  old  formula,  but  I  must 
recognize  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
justice  in  allocating  to  the  interstate 
system  according  to  the  needs  and  the 
costs  involved  in  completing  the  system. 
The  Senator  will  note  that  the  amount 
proposed  for  the  interstate  system  is 
$150  million,  which  is  6  times  the 
amount  authorized  under  the  present 
law. 

The  House  of  Representatives  pro¬ 
posed  $200  million,  which  would  be  8 
times  the  amount  provided  by  existing 
law.  Both  figures  represent  a  growing 
conviction  that,  from  the  standpoint  of 
national  need,  it  is  important  to  com¬ 
plete  the  interstate  system;  hence  the 
very  large  increase  in  the  amount  pro¬ 
posed.  Since  the  increase  is  based  upon 
that  consideration,  there  is  some  justice 
in  saying  that  the  apportionment  should 
be  reflected  in  areas  having  the  greatest 


need  and  confronted  with  the  greatest 
cost. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT,  I  wish  to  congratu¬ 
late  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  and 
their  colleagues  on  the  committee,  for 
the  splendid  bill  which  they  have  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  for  consideration. 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  the 
funds  allocated  or  authorized  for  forest 
highways,  forest  roads,  and  trails,  and 
park  roads  and  trails  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Park  Service.  It  seems 
to  me  that  an  effort  has  at  last  been 
made  to  obtain  sufficient  funds  to  bring 
the  roads  on  federally  owned  lands  up 
to  a  par  with  the  roads  of  the  primary 
system,  with  which  they  are  very  im¬ 
portant  links.  » 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  correct.  Of 
course,  as  the  Senator  knows,  in  many 
instances  a  primary  road  goes  through 
a  national  forest.  Unless  the  roads  on 
the  federally  owned  land  are  up  to  the 
same  standard  as  the  primary  road,  it 
shows  off  Uncle  Sam  to  rather  poor  ad¬ 
vantage.  When  one  leaves  a  portion  of 
a  road  which  has  been  built  with  State 
aid  to  a  high  standard  and  comes  to  a 
section  which  passes  through  a  forest, 
and  finds  the  forest  section  is  below  the 
standard  of  the  State-built  highway,  it 
appears  as  though  Uncle  Sam  has  not 
taken  care  of  his  own  property  as  well 
as  the  State  has  taken  care  of  its 
property. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  So  far  as  my  State 
of  Wyoming  is  concerned,  the  forest 
highways  are  in  deplorable  shape  as 
compared  with  the  other  roads  in  the 
State.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  is  most 
needed  is  action  with  respect  to  the  for¬ 
est  highways. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  committee  was  im¬ 
pressed  by  a  statement  made  by  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Forest  Service  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  us,  to  the  effect  that  in  1 
year,  either  1951  or  1952,  the  Federal 
Government  lost  $20  million  through  the 
inability  to  sell  timber  from  national 
forests,  simply  because  there  was  not  a 
highway  or  a  road  which  would  permit 
logging  crews  to  get  to  the  timber. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  That  is  precisely  the 
case  in  one  section  of  Wyoming  at 
present. 

I  have  one  other  question  I  wish  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  Am  I  correct  in  understanding 
that  funds  authorized  for  the  primary 
system  and  for  the  interstate  system 
could  be  used  on  the  same  highway? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  partially  true. 
The  interstate  system  is  a  part  of  the 
primary  system.  It  is  the  selected  por¬ 
tions  of  the  primary  system  which  link 
the  important  centers.  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  funds  could  be  used  on  any  part  of 
the  interstate  system.  I  think  that  may 
be  said  as  a  generalization.  But  it  would 
not  necessarily  be  true  that  interstate 
funds  could  be  used  on  all  parts  of  the 
primary  system. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  correct,  but  what  I  wish 
to  ask  is  this:  Could  not  50  miles  of 
roads  be  built  with  primary  funds,  and 


the  next  50  miles  be  constructed  with 
interstate  funds? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Griswold  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bush  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 


SENATOR  JOHNSON  OF  COLORADO 

[r.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  there  are  times  when  a  simple  an-/ 
nouncement  by  a  modest  man  has  all  th§ 
force  and  impact  of  a  chapter  of  histor 
Than  kind  of  an  announcement 
made,  last  Friday  when  our  friend 
colleague,  Edwin  C.  Johnson,  the  set 
Senator  from  Colorado,  announced  that 
he  wouVl  retire  at  the  end  of  his  present 
term. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  to /think 
of  the  Senate  without  Ed  Johnson.  He 
is  a  quiet  ^ian,  a  man  of  few  wojds,  and 
even  fewer\speeches;  but  as  a  steadying 
force,  Ed  Johnson  has  few  equals,  and  it 
will  be  man-years  before  we  s/e  his  like 
again.  \ 

I  have  always  thought  of  ^!d  Johnson 
as  “Mr.  Wisddpi.”  To  me  he  has  been 
the  very  image 'of  sanity,  of /calm  reason, 
of  unconquerable  commor 
I  have  served  with  himim  the  Senate 
Democratic  policy  committee;  I  have 
served  with  him  on  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Fo/eign  Commerce ; 
I  have  served  with  h/m  on  the  Joint 
Congressional  Committee  on  Atomic 
Energy.  In  every  instance  I  have  found 
a  sympathetic  ear  f/r  my  problems;  a 
ready  and  always  courteous  response  to 
my  inquiries;  and,  above  all,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  advice  which  never  failed  to  be  wise 
and  always  informed.  \ 

I  can  well  understand  Ed  Johnson’s 
desire  for  retirement.  In  his  untiring 
zeal  for  the  puttie  welfare;,  he  has  spent 
most  of  his  life  carrying  bflr/iens  which 
would  have  crushed  lesser  men.  He  has 
richly  earned  the  right  to  lay  those 
burdens  as  id/  and  return  to  his  native 
Colorado. 

But  he  is  k  big  man — big  in  every  sense 
of  the  word.  And  big  men  do  hot  leave 
our  midstnvithout  creating  an  enormous 
void  whidn  is  not  easy  to  fill. 

He  wiM  be  sorely  missed  by  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Barty.  But  I  venture  to  say  that 
our  regret  over  his  decision  will  be  felt 
on  boj/h  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Johnson  is  too  big  a  man  to  be  cpn- 
finetf  within  partisan  labels.  He  h,as 
served  the  people  of  his  State  and  his 
Na/ion  impartially,  without  regard  to 
th/ir  party  affiliations.  They  have  re\ 
si/onded  to  him  in  the  same  sprit 

Throughout  the  years,  he  built  a  rec 
step  by  step.  It  was  a  record  of 
^service  to  our  people — a  record  based 
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authorizations  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  International  Sugar  Agreement. 
Senate  committee  reported  Carls ork personnel  bill.  Both/Houses  received  Interior's 
report  on  the  Colorado  reclamation\project . 


1.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  /assed\:ith  amendments  this  bill,  H,  R.  8630 

(pp.  4439-70). 

2,  STATEHOOD.  Rep.  Price  objected /io  Gov,  Heintz\eman's  suggestion  for  granting 

statehood  to  part  of  Alaska  6p,  4471). 

3*  RECLA1  'AT  ION.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  report  on  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  and  participating  projects,.  providing  for  the 
development  and  utilization  of  the  water  and  relateX  resources  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Das  in  Pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (H.  Doc.  364); 
to  House  and  Senate/Committees  on  Interior  and  Ins ular^Af fairs  (pp.  4375,  4475)* 

SENATE 

•  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  S.  3134,  to  authorize  1956-7  appropria¬ 
tions  for  roads,  including  forest  highways  and  forest  roads  and  trails  (pp. 

43 38-400,  4410-13). 


5.  ELECTRIMCATI0rT„  Sen.  Nag nus on  objected  to  suggestions  that  Bonr^ville  power 

rates/should  be  increased  (pp.  4414-5). 

6.  SUQ/fc  AGREE;  ENT .  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  without  reservation 
Le  International  Sugar  Agreement,  Executive  B  (Exe  Kept.  4')(p*  4374) 

l/ PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
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11.  HILK  FiARKETING,  Sen.  Vo^Ley  inserted  and  discussed  resolutions  of  the  V'is. 

Legislative  Council  favouring  elimination  of  artificial  domestic  trade  barriers 
to  milk  marketing  (p.  43 78,)*  / 

12.  ANIFAL  DISEASESe  Received  a  Calif  0  Legislature  resolv(*tion  favoring  S.  134,  pro¬ 

viding  for  a  Fexican  boundary  Sfe nee  to  prevent  the  /spread  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease  (p.  4375)*  \  / 

13*  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Re lat i orA, C orrmi tt e e  Wbed  to  reoort  (but  did  not 
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14*  FARH  LOANS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  eliminate  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  economic  disaster  loans  restricted  to  areas  designated  by  the 
President  and  to  make  additional  funds''  available  for  economic  emergency  loans; 
to  Agriculture  and  Forest^  Committee  (p.  43-75)* 

15*  FORESTRY.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  adequate  fire-flood 
protection  funds  for  national  forests  (p,  4375). \ 


16.  STATEHOOD.  Received  a  Calif  ./legislature  resolution,  favoring  Hawaii  statehood 


cultural  surpluses  a/td  to  improve  the  U.  S.  foreign  relations;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee  (pc  4379).  \ 

18c  DAIRY  INDUSTRY  ,/rl .  R.  8728,  by  Rep.  Teague,  to  provide  that  the  time  and  date  o 
distribution  snail  be  printed  on  milk-cream  containers  in  D.  C.;\to  D.  C.  Com- 
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tion  of  livestock  in  Iowa  (p.  A2613). 
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^yernment  work.  However,  when  the 
United  States  Government  activated  con- 
trolsVm  materials,  the  jeweled  watch  in- 
dustrySvery  quickly  jumped  over  to  Govern¬ 
ment  w^k. 

“It  wa3vpointed  out  that  the  Gibb  plant 
possesses  automatic  screw  machines,  pivot 
polishing  Machines,  Safags,  Mikrons,  and 
Pederman  sctov  machines.  Gibb  also  has 
tool  making  f^qilities  but,  like  other  com¬ 
panies,  turns  toNutside  sources  to  supple¬ 
ment  its  own  wool  and  die  work.  It 
was  stated  that  theVe  are  plenty  of  tool  and 
die  shops  in  the  southern  Wisconsin  area, 
and  that  the  compan\  does  not  depend  in 
any  way  on  the  domestiVwatch  industry  for 
any  help  in  the  manufacture  of  mechanical 
time  fuses.  Hairsprings  ww-e  furnished  to 
them  by  the  Borg  Corp.,  arrB  other  springs 
were  furnished  by  Perryman  o\ciifton,  N.  J., 
both  outside  of  the  watch  industry. 

“Gibb  officials  stated  that,  staging  from 
scratch,  including  making  of  allNdies,  fix¬ 
tures,  tools  and  gages,  they  could  beVroduc- 
ing  new  fuses  within  6  months.  la.  con¬ 
nection  with  the  501  and  500  series  ruses, 
the  gages  and  fixtures  are  now  owned  by\he 
United  States  Government  and,  therefore, 
they  could  get  into  production  within  ap¬ 
proximately  4  months. 

“They  stated  that  the  Gibb  Corp.,  could 
make  chronometers,  and  estimated  it  would 
take  approximately  6  months. 

“An  official  of  the  Gibb  Corp.,  also  stated 
that  it  was  his  belief  that  a  good  number  of 
the  fuses  could  be  made  by  such  nonwatch 
companies  as  Hoover  Vacuum  Cleaner,  Mon¬ 
roe  Calculator,  Burroughs  Adding  Machine, 
Minneapolis-Honeywell,  Sangamo  Co.,  and 
Badger  Meter  Co.  Most  of  these  companies, 
he  pointed  out,  are  involved  in  making  pre¬ 
cision  instruments  for  the  Air  Corps.” 

The  following  information  was  obtained 
from  past  and  present  officials  of  the 
Thomas  A.  Edison  Co.: 

“The  Thomas  A.  Edison  Co.,  has  had  a 
great  deal  of  experience  in  the  production 
of  M-43  fuses.  During  World  II,  on  the 
instructions  of  naval  ordnance,  they  pur¬ 
chased  from  watch  companies  certain  com¬ 
ponents  such  as  escape  arbors,  pinion  blanks, 
centrifugal  gears  and  other  parts,  all  of 
which  were  supplied  to  them  by  the  Benrus 
Watch  Co.,  an  importer  of  watch  movements 
from  Switzerland.  However,  the  Edison 
Co.  representative  stated  flatly  that  if 
these  instructions  had  not  been  given  by 
naval  ordnance,  his  company  would  have 
made  the  same  parts  themselves  because 
they  were  capable  of  doing  so.  They  pos¬ 
sessed  all  the  machinery  and  facilities  for 
making  these  parts. 


"It  was  pointed  out  that  Edison  started 
from  scratch  and  ended  up  with  the  best 
firing  record  of  any  manufacturer  of  me¬ 
chanical  time  fuses  in  the  United  States. 
At  no  time  was  Edison  dependent  on  the 
domestic  watch  manufacturing  companies 
for  their  skills  or  assistance. 

“Mr.  Wehrenberg  of  Westfield,  N.  J.,  was 
interviewed  because  he  was  at  one  time 
research  director  of  the  Special  Products 
Division  of  the  Thomas  A.  Edison  Co.  (1940- 
45)  and  was  manager  of  the  same  division 
from  1945-47.  During  this  time  he  was  in 
charge  of  production  of  the  M-43  mechanical 
time  fuse  for  Edison. 

“His  opinion  was  similar  to  that  given  by 
all  others  interviewed  that  watch  manufac¬ 
turing  experience  is  not  essential  to  fuze 
manufacturing.  He  pointed  out  that  the 
Edison  Co.  had  made  substantially  all 
the  parts  necessary  and  possessed  all  the 
equipment  such  as  hobbing  machines,  auto¬ 
matic  screw  machines,  pivot  polishing  ma¬ 
chines,  etc.  He  stated  that  in  the  few  in¬ 
stances  in  which  they  purchased  parts  or 
components  from  jeweled  watch  or  pin  lever 
watch  companies,  these  purchases  were  made 
as  a  matter  of  convenience.  The  Edison 
Co.  possessed,  however,  the  capacity  to  make^, 
^everything  they  purchased  in  this  area. 

“Perhaps  the  most  important  statemer/s 
brought  to  light  in  our  interview  with  j 
Wehrenberg  are  the  following: 

itch  engineering  and  manufacturing 
experhwice  are  not  essential  to  the/ design 
and  manufacture  of  mechanical  tune  fuses. 
Puses  ar\  designed  especially  to  satisfy  spe¬ 
cific  ordnance  fuse  objectives/and  while 
they  may  have  a  clock  mechani/rm,  this  clock 
mechanism  Has  to  be  so  engineered  as  to 
satisfy  these  objectives.  Fgr  instance,  the 
weight  and  composition  of/the  parts  and  the 
centrifugal  and  other  physical  forces  which 
are  created  when  the  fuse  is  either  dropped 
from  an  airplane  or  urfd  in  an  artillery  shell 
necessitate  a  design  dnparts,  such  as  pinions 
and  gears,  having/chakacteristics  different 
from  those  in  a  watch.  In  other  words,  the 
arrangement  of  sr  train  of  pinions  and  gears 
is  a  function  dr  different  factors.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  in  the  /pinion  of  Mr.  Wehrenberg,  it 
might  evenybe  better  for  nonwatch  experi¬ 
ence  to  b/  utilized  than  to  utilize  watch 
experienc 

“He  felt,  therefore,  that  the  engineering 
skills  jaeveloped  by  Edison,  the  Undkrwood 
Corn/ Eclipse  Division  of  Bendix  and  others 
werg  far  better  suited  to  this  work  Naif 
those  of  the  domestic  watch  companies.’1 

The  following  information  was  obtainec 
from  officials  of  the  George  W.  Borg  Corp.; 

“The  George  W.  Borg  Corp.  is  perhaps  one 


of  the  most  highly  qualified  corporations 
in  the  United  States  for  the  production  of 
horological  devices.  It  is  so  qualified,  in 
fact,  that  within  the  last  few  yeai /  the  Borg 
Corp.  had  actually  considered  altering  the 
field  as  manufacturers  of  toweled  lever 
watches,  but  were  deterred  oriiy  by  the  fact 
that  the  problems  of  merchandising  and 
marketing  were  so  far  afield  from  their 
normal  experience  that  they  decided  for  the 
time  being  not  to  enter  the  new  field.  In 
fact,  however,  they  presently  have  the  me¬ 
chanical  and  production  skills  requisite  for 
manufacturing  jeweled  lever  watches. 

“George  W.  Bors/corp.  produces  and  ships 
hair  springs  of  such  fine  quality  that  they 
are  purchased  l/  manufacturers  in  Switzer¬ 
land. 

“Especiall/significant  is  the  experience  of 
Borg  Corp. /Turing  World  War  II  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  mechanical  time  fuzes.  Borg 
found  it/ necessary  during  that  period,  be¬ 
cause  eft  a  lack  of  assistance  that  the  do¬ 
mestic  watch  companies  could  give  them,  to 
make  their  own  equipment  and  develop  fa- 
cil/ies  to  make  mechanical  time  fuzes.  They 
ade  their  own  Swiss  automatic  screw  ma¬ 
chines  and  other  machines  for  that  purpose. 
'They  found,  too,  as  a  result  of  their  experi¬ 
ence,  that  many  parts  normally  made  on 
Swiss  automatic  machines  could  now  be  pro¬ 
duced  on  their  own  Brown  &  Sharpe  ma¬ 
chines.  They  developed  many  methods  of 
increasing  production. 

“Their  executives  state  that  because  of  the 
reluctance  and  unwillingness  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  watch  companies  to  supply  them  with 
parts  and  assistance  during  the  Korean  war 
that  the  Borg  Corp.  made  the  decision  to  pro¬ 
duce  all  of  their  own  parts. 

“They  advised  that  they  have  a  tool  and 
die  shop  capable  of  making  any  of  the  tools 
or  dies  necessary  for  mechanical  time  fuze 
production.  They  also  advised  that  in  the 
southern  Wisconsin  area  there  is  a  substan¬ 
tial  number  of  subcontractors  that  they  can 
call  upon  for  making  either  parts  or  tools 
and  dies  if  necessary  to  meet  peak  load  re¬ 
quirements. 

“In  conducting  this  investigation  We  had  a 
production  executive  and  a  chief  engineer 
visit  the  Frankford  Arsenal.  Officials  of 
Frankford  Arsenal  made  the  unsolicited 
statement  that  they  did  not  consider  the 
domestic  jeweled-watch  industry  essential  to 
the  manufacture  of  mechanical  time  fuzes 
and  that  this  statement  was  recently  made  to 
representatives  of  the  Defense  Department. 
Interestingly  enough,  in  inquiring  into  the 
fuze  components  and  their  manufacture  in 
the  United  States,  they  informed  us  that  the 
^following  additional  companies  made  contri¬ 
butions  through  subcontracting: 


"Part  name 


/  Company 

Address  \ 

Baltimore,  Md _ 

New  York,  N.  Y._ . 

Ann  Arbor,  Mich _ 

Roston ,  Mass . 

Thomaston,  Conn _ _ _ 

Benton  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Ann  Arbor,  Mich..  _ 

Rochester.  N.  Y  _ 

Hartford,  Conn............. 

(Also  Ingraham  Watch  and  New  Haven 

Clock.) 

Obex  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc . 

Lynbrook,  Long  Island, 

N.  Y. 

Cincinnati,  Ohio _ ....... 

Waterburv,  Conn _ _ _ ... 

Neptune,  N.  J... _ — 

Products 


Escapement  arbor . 

Centrifugal  gear  (blanked) . 

Escape  gear  (wheel)... . 

Gears  Nos.  1,  2,  3,  and  4 _ 

Gear  No.  5 _ 


Adj.  guide . . 

Escapement  levers 

(All  prime  (/tractors— This  is  a  deli¬ 
cate  piece  am/s  made  in  such  a  way  as  to 
be  closely  controlled  to  Individual  manu¬ 
facturers’  i/uirements.) 

Pinions  Nos./,  2, 3,  and  4 _ _ 


Pinion  N/.  5. 

(This/  now  made  of  hollow  tubing,  but  the 
oiUBide  contours  remain  the  same  as  the 
1  pinion  No.  5). 


tomatic  screw  machine  products, 

AHuninum  ware. 

Oil  gages,  ammeters,  speedometers,  etc. 

Covered  metal  jewel  and  display  boxes,  plastic 
display  boxes,  metal  specialties,  charga-plate 
credit  Service. 

Special  toKls. 

Radio  test  equipment  kits. 

See  above.'  \ 

Photo  film,  jwmer,  apparatus,  supplies,  and 
chemicals.  \ 

Timing  devices  for  delay  action,  electrical  and 
mechanical;  radiVrelays;  automatic  interval 
electrical  switchesMmrking  meters. 

Cameras,  projectors,  Instrument  and  precision 
parts. 

Watches. 

Wateheascs. 


Swiss  screw  machine  products. 

Parts  manufacturer. 

Gears  and  pinions,  gear  assemblies,  en 
Screw  machine  parts;  Swiss  automatic.' 


•Tart  name 
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Escape  pins 
Firing  pin  shaft 
Setback  pin - 

rlatCS(Toois  for  theso  parNaro  made  by  the 
Moore  Tool  &  Die  C\  of  Bridgeport, 
Conn.) 

Escape  springs . — 

Adjusting  screws . 


Company 


Torrington  Co — . . . ........ 

General  Phonograph  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc. 

Everlast  Metal  Products . 

Specialty  Screw  Machine  Products  Co - 

Revere  Camera  Co . . . 

Fors trier  Chain  Corp— - - - - . — 

Eastman-Kodak  Co - - — - - 

Farrington  Manufacturing  Co . 


George  Perryman  (owner  of  Windsor  Manu¬ 
facturing  Co.). 

Borg,  George  W.,  Products - 

Research  Development  Manufacturing  Co— 

Woodside  Screw  Machine  Products  Co - 

Acme  Screw  Products . 


Address 


Torrington,  Conn. 
Putnam,  Conn.... 
New  York,  N.  Y— 
Lancaster,  Pa . 


Chicago,  Ill - 

Irvington,  N.  J... 
Rochester,  N.  Y. 
Boston,  Mass _ 


Clifton,  N.  J. 


Delavan,  Wisc... 
Philadelphla,  Pa. 

Woodside,  N.  Y.. 
Dayton,  Ohio.— 


Products 


See  below.1 
Pointed  steel  goods. 

See  above. 

Screw  machine  products,  Swiss  wo  i 
ment  parts,  special  screws. 
Cameras. 

Jewelry. 

See  above. 

Do. 


instru- 


1  Torrington  Co.  Products:  Needles,  needl^earlngs,  bicycle  spokes,  nipples,  pedals,  handle  bars,  swaging  machinery,  small  metal/pecialites,  precision  machined  and 
ground;  pins;  blades;  pivots;  studs. 


Information  obtained  from  officials  ofNtiie 
International  Business  Machines  plant  N 
Toronto,  Canada,  regarding  their  mechanic! 
time  fuse  manufacturing: 

“The  company’s  normal  business  Is,  of 
course,  calculating  machines.  It  presently 
has  contracts  for  the  manufacture  of  the 
M_501  fuse  and  the  M-502  fuse  for  the  Ca¬ 
nadian  Government.  All  drawings  and  speci¬ 
fications  are  being  supplied  by  the  Prank- 
ford  Arsenal  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.  For  all 
practical  purposes,  this  contract  Is  being 
given  technical  and  engineering  supervision 
by  Frankford  Arsenal,  although  paid  for  by 
the  Canadian  Government. 

.“IBM  of  Canada  received  its  contract  for 
this  fuze  in  the  summer  of  1952.  Approxi¬ 
mately  9  months  after  they  received  their 
contract,  they  began  to  make  delivery.  At 
the  start,  some  parts  were  supplied  by  other 
companies  such  as  Eastman  Kodak,  George 
W.  Borg,  King-Seeley,  etc.,  but  in  no  case 
was  IBM  supplied  with  parts  by  a  United 
States  jeweled  watch  company.  After  a 
year’s  experience,  IBM  was  producing  all  the 
parts  as  well  as  the  complete  fuse  in  their 
plant,  except  for  the  escapement  spring 
which  it  buys  from  George  W.  Borg.  The 
purchase  of  this  spring  from  Borg  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  convenience  rather  than  necessity. 
During  this  period  of  time,  IBM  had  to 
acquire  most  of  the  necessary  equipment, 
such  as  pinion  cutters  and  gear  hobbers,  etc., 
as  well  as  to  create  the  tools  and  dies,  make 
the  parts,  and  assemble  the  fuse.  It  makes 
all  its  own  tools  and  dies  for  the  parts  for 
this  fuse.  Including  the  gear  dies. 

“IBM  is  now  producing  fuses  at  the  rate 
of  a  thousand  a  day.  This  plant  employs 
1,500  people.  IBM  officials  indicated  that 
they  could  make  their  own  machines  an 
equipment,  if  necessary,  in  order  to  make  tWfe 
parts  to  build  the  fuse.  However,  this  /as 
not  necessary  since  tbey  were  able  to  acquire 
all  the  machines  required  for  the  job  in  suf¬ 
ficient  time  to  meet  their  delivery  oommit- 
ments.  They  have  in  their  immedhfte  vicin¬ 
ity  a  large  number  of  tool  and  die/companies 
who  could  supply  them  with  /tie  type  of 
tools  and  dies  that  are  necessary,  and  there 
are  also  small  manufacture 
area  to  whom  they  could  fi 
sary,  many  of  the  small 
quired  for  the  job.  T] 

did  not  need  the  haf£>  of  the  American 
jeweled  watch  industry  in  order  to  make  the  } 


“It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that,  where¬ 
as  Canada  may  have  called  on  us  during  the 
last  war  for  mechanical  time  fuses,  there  is 
now  a  Canadian  plant  set  up  and  self-suf- 
cient  for  the  manufacture  of  mechanical 
e  fuses.” 


Ping  pong  balls. 

Electronic  and  mcchsydcal  equipment. 

Screw  machine  products,  Swiss  work,  instru¬ 
ment  parts,  speejal  screws. 

See  above.  . 

Screw  machine  jfroducts.’! 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended,  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  urging  the  passage  of  Senate 
bill  3184, 1  know  I  am  voicing  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  the  people  of  my  State. 

The  people  of  Texas  believe  in  good 
roads.  They  know  the  value  of  good 
roads.  They  long  have  considered  good 
roads  a  sign  of  progress.  This  feeling 
on  the  part  of  Texans  is  reflected  in  our 
State’s  marvelous  highway  system. 

The  job  of  building  and  maintaining 
adequate  highways  is,  of  course,  an  espe¬ 
cially  big  one  in  Texas.  After  all,  the 
State  of  Texas  makes  up  about  one- 
twelfth  of  the  total  area  of  this  country. 
The  maintained  mileage  of  the  Texas 
Highway  System  has  increased  from 
23,400  miles  in  1940  to  the  45,169  miles 
maintained  at  the  beginning  of -this 
year.  After  we  complete  the  additional 
mileage  already  designated  and  financed, 
the  maintained  mileage  of  the  Texas 
Highway  System  will  be  50,581  miles. 
That  is  well  over  twice  the  mileage  of 
the  system  in  1940. 

Most  of  this  expansion  has  come  about 


since  the  end  of  World  War  II.  That  is 
particularly  true  of  the  Texas  farm-to- 
piaiTts^in^tbe  \  market  road  system.  We  now  have  in 
out,  if  neces-  t  Texas  a  total  of  24,295  miles  of  farm-to- 
rarts  that  are  re-  -market  roads,  built  or  designated  and 
advise  that  they  financed.  This  system  has  been  devel¬ 
oped  principally  since  1945.  During  the 
years  1950  and  1951  alone,  the  Texas 
them,  in  the  merest” or  getting'" ttuTjob  1  Hi&hway  Department  placed  between 
done  at  the  earliaft  possible  time,  they  called  3,000  and  4,000  miles  of  farm-to-market 
upon  others  ter  engineering  advice  and  ?  roads  under  construction  each  year. 
kfJP’.® J^,1^,terestlng  n°te  During  the  period  from  1940  to  1953, 

LorJp  w  A?nrl  mnlSLi-.  ““JS?  -J  travel  on  Texas  highways  more  than 

doubled.  Texas  motor-vehicle  registra- 


as 


George  Wy'Borg,  King-Seeley,  as  well 
FrankforcK  Arsenal,  who.  as  is  generally 
known, yfiave  the  manufacturing  facilities !  tions  rose  from  1,920,000  in  1941  to 
and  tjfe  engineering  know-how  for  this  3,550,000  last  year.  In  other  words,  we 


family  of  fuses. 


now  have  almost  1  motor  vehicle  for 


every  2  Texas  citizens.  All  the  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  and  streets  in  Texas  serve 
86  million  vehicle-miles  of  travel  daily. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  recited  these 
facts  to  show  that  the  State  of  Texas 
has  not  neglected  its  highway  system. 

The  passage  of  Senate  bill  3184  would 
enable  Texas,  as  it  would  enable  all  other 
States,  to  continue  the  program  of  high¬ 
way  progress. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  increase 
in  Federal  aid  for  highways  simply  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  fact  that  our  national  high¬ 
way  system  is  falling  behind  domestic 
civil  needs.  In  addition,  of  course,  an 
adequate  highway  system  is  vitally  es¬ 
sential  to  our  national  defense. 

It  is  especially  noteworthy,  I  think, 
that  Senate  bill  3184  would  provide  six 
times  as  much  money  for  the  interstate 
highway  system  as  is  provided  under  the 
present  law — $150  million  annually,  as 
compared  with  the  $25  million  annually 
now  provided. 

The  increase  in  Federal  aid  would  not 
be  confined  to  the  interstate  system. 
Primary  roads,  secondary  roads,  urban 
highways — all  would  receive  more  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  than  at  present. 

As  compared  with  the  present  law. 
Senate  bill  3184  provides  $910  million  a 
year  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  sys¬ 
tems,  as  against  $575  million  as  of  today. 
The  increase  is,  in  my  opinion,  fully 
justified. 

Highway  engineers  say  that  the  United 
States  now  has  a  $35  billion  deficiency 
in  highway  improvements.  In  my  own 
State,  the  grand  total  of  our  highways’ 
needs  is  estimated  by  Dewitt  Greer,  our 
outstandingly  able  State  highway  engi¬ 
neer,  at  $1,665,310,000. 

Mr.  President,  the  Federal  aid  of  $910 
million  a  year  provided  by  Senate  bill 
3184 — together  with  the  sums  spent  by 
State  governments  and  local  govern¬ 
ments — would  be  a  long  step  forward  in 
meeting  the  national  deficiency. 

We  in  Texas  know  that  money  spent 
to  build  and  maintain  good  roads  where 
they  are  needed  is  never  wasted. 

Because  I  know  the  situation  in  my 
own  State,  I  would  like,  Mr.  President,  to 
give  a  brief  resume  of  the  backlog  of 
badly  needed  highway  work  that  has 
been  planned  by  the  Texas  Highway 
Department. 

It  is  estimated  that  $100  million  will 
be  expended  for  construction  and  recon- 
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struction  of  the  Texas  highway  system 
during  the  present  calendar  year.  That 
will  exhaust  all  the  funds  that  will  be 
available  to  th6  department  for  the  year. 

In  addition  to  projects  previously  pro¬ 
gramed  by  the  Texas  Highway  Commis¬ 
sion  covering  this  sum  of  $100  million, 
a  sizable  list  of  advance  planning  has 
been  authorized — particularly  on  the  pri¬ 
mary  and  interstate  highway  systems, 
both  rural  and  urban  in  nature.  This 
advance  planning  work,  on  which  the 
Texas  Highway  Department  has  become 
obligated,  amounts  to  $287,100,000  in 
construction  work. 

We  have  needed  work  on  the  primary 
and  interstate  highway  systems  in  Texas 
amounting  to  $121  million,  on  which  all 
the  right-of-way  has  been  secured  and 
on  which  construction  plans  are  well  ad¬ 
vanced. 

We  have  needed  construction  work  on 
the  same  highway  systems  in  the  amount 
of  $23,800,000,  on  which  some  planning 
work  has  been  done  and  some  right-of- 
way  secured. 

We  have  construction  work  which  has 
been  committed  in  the  amount  of  $142,- 
300,000,  on  which  right-of-way  deeds 
have  not  yet  been  submitted  to  the 
county  or  city  but  on  which  planning 
work  is  in  progress.  That  is  the  status 
of  the  Texas  highway  system. 

Passage  of  S.  3184  would  enable  Texas, 
by  matching  Federal  funds  with  State 
funds,  to  continue  to  make  sound  prog¬ 
ress  in  building  and  maintaining  its 
highway  system. 

Other  States  would  be  similarly  af¬ 
fected. 

Mr.  President,  I  consider  this  proposed 
legislation  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
proposed  increase  in  Federal  aid  has  the 
backing  of  the  President,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

It  has,  also,  the  backing  of  the  people 
generally — and  they  are  the  beneficiaries 
of  good  roads. 

The  farmer  needing  a  good  road  be¬ 
tween  his  farm  and  his  market  place ;  the 
merchant  who  draws  his  customers  from 
the  surrounding  countryside  and  who 
receives  much  of  his  merchandise  over 
highways  from  adjacent  cities;  the  sales¬ 
man  whose  livelihood  depends  upon  his 
ability  to  travel  swiftly  and  safely;  the 
tremendous  trucking  industry;  the  mil¬ 
lions  of  families  who  exercise  the  tradi¬ 
tional  American  privilege  of  taking  a 
2 -week  traveling  vacation — these,  Mr. 
President,  are  the  people  who  benefit 
from  good  roads. 

We  will  act  in  their  best  interests  by 
passing  this  bill  to  increase  the  amount 
of  Federal  highway  aid  made  available  to 
the  several  States. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
debate  yesterday  afternoon,  I  placed  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  picture  showing  how 
the  bill  S.  3184  will  affect  the  Federal 
highway  program  for  1954.  I  pointed 
out  that  whereas  at  the  present  time  the 
existing  law  authorizes  a  total  of  $652,- 
500,000,  S.  3184  proposes  a  total  of 
$1,002,000,000,  an  amount  substantially 
the  equivalent  of  the  receipts  from  the 
several  taxes  on  motor  fuels.  It  is  sub¬ 


stantially  the  equivalent  of  what  the 
anticipated  Federal  taxes  on  gasoline, 
diesel  fuel,  and  lubricating  oils  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957. 

In  fiscal  1953,  these  excise  taxes  on 
motor  fuels  yielded  $979  million,  within 
$21  million  of  $1  billion.  The  receipts 
from  these  taxes  have  been  increasing 
at  the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year.  So  it  is 
believed  that  for  the  fiscal  years  1956 
and  1957,  for  which  the  bill  provides,  the 
receipts  will  pass  the  $1  billion  mark. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  17th  time  a 
Federal-aid  highway  bill  has  been 
brought  before  Congress  for  considera¬ 
tion.  These  bills  have  provided  for  Fed¬ 
eral  cooperation  with  the  States  in  high¬ 
way  building  over  a  continuous  span  of 
38  years,  interrupted  only  during  the 
war  years. 

The  Federal-aid  program  has  been  an 
outstanding  success.  It  has  stimulated 
cooperation  among  the  States  in  agree¬ 
ing  upon  roads  crossing  State  borders. 
It  has  aided  in  developing  more  nearly 
uniform  road  standards  throughout  the 
Nation.  It  has  given  impetus  to  re¬ 
search  which  leads  the  way  toward  bet¬ 
ter  and  safer  highways.  The  matching 
features  have  encouraged  greater  prog¬ 
ress  on  the  State  programs. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  Federal 
highway  bills  are  not  Federal  construc¬ 
tion  programs.'  Instead,  they  provide  a 
measure  of  Federal  aid  for  the  State  and 
local  highway  programs.  The  States 
match  the  Federal  funds,  dollar  for  dol¬ 
lar,  and  they  perform  all  construction 
work  on  Federal-aid  roads. 

Actually,  the  States  spend  much 
greater  sums  on  highway  work  than 
Congress  provides  in  Federal  aid.  The 
States  not  only  put  up  their  matching 
money,  but  quite  a  bit  more.  In  1953, 
for  example,  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  spent  $2.7  billion  for  road  con¬ 
struction,  and  an  additional  $2.2  billion 
for  maintenance  and  financing  costs. 
In  that  year  the  Federal  Government 
contributed  about  half  a  billion  dollars 
in  Federal  funds — to  be  more  precise, 
$515  million — whereas  the  States  were 
putting  up,  in  their  programs,  a  total  of 
almost  $5  billion. 


I  have  before  me  a  table  which  has 
been  prepared  by  Mr.  S.  Howard  Brown, 
president  of  the  contractors’  division  of 
the  American  Road  Builders  Associa¬ 
tion,  which  very  graphically  portrays 
the  amount  of  highway  construction,  in 
terms  of  dollars,  performed  by  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  in  the  calendar  year  1953. 
This  information  is  based  upon  the  ac¬ 
tual  construction  under  contracts 
awarded  by  the  several  State  highway 
departments.  Each  State  is  listed  with 
respect  to  what  the  total  contract  let¬ 
tings  of  the  State  were.  There  then 
follows  a  column  which  shows  the 
amount  of  State  construction.  Next  is 
a  column  showing  the  amount  of  Feder¬ 
al-aid  funds  in  connection  with  each  of 
the  contracts.  The  fourth  column 
shows  the  percentage  of  State  highway 
department  construction  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  program.  It  is  a  very  remark¬ 
able  showing. 

Let  me  cite  the  example  of  an  out¬ 
standing  State.  I  shall  refer  to  the 
State  of  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut,  who  I  observe  oc¬ 
cupying  the  chair  of  the  majority  leader 
at  the  moment. 

The  State  Highway  Department  of 
Connecticut,  in  1953,  let  contracts  to¬ 
taling  $11,161,000.  The  amount  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  was  $3,279,000.  The 
State’s  portion  was  $6,645,000. 

This  is  a  graphic  illustration  of  the 
way  in  which  the  aid  advanced  by  the 
Federal  Government  has  stimulated  ex¬ 
penditures  by  a  State,  and  the  State  has 
provided  almost  twice  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government. 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  con¬ 
tracts  were  let  in  1953  totaling  $105,- 
366,000.  The  Federal-aid  share  of  that 
amount  was  only  $19,791,000.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  that  amount  was  provided  by 
either  the  State,  counties,  or  cities. 

I  am  certain  the  entire  table  will  be 
of  interest  to  all  Members  of  the  Senate, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Influence  of  Federal  aid  on  highway  construction — Highway  construction  contracts  awarded 
by  State  highway  departments,  calendar  year  1953 1 


State 


Alabama— 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas— 

California... 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut. 

Delaware _ 

Florida . 

Georgia _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky... 
Louisiana — 
Maine _ 


Total  State 
highway 
department 
construction  3 

Portion  of 
total  State 
construction 
under 
Federal-aid 
program 

Federal-aid 

funds 

Percent  of 
State 
highway 
department 
construction 
under 
Federal-aid 
program 

Thousands 
$20,  892 

Thousands 
$18,  557 

Thousands 
$9, 875 

69.0 

14,  809 

10,  579 

6,859 

71.4 

13,  065 

7,962 

3,837 

60.  9 

95,  319 

62, 167 

34,760 

65.2 

16,  403 

14,117 

9,782 

86.0 

11, 161 

6,645 

3,279 

60.4 

10, 454 

6,412 

3,  256 

61.3 

29,938 

15,  642 

8, 059 

62.2 

29,543 

23, 107 

11,835 

78.2 

12,  341 

11,990 

8,720 

97.1 

90,  626 

53, 124 

27,264 

58.6 

31,. 508 

24,  823 

13,  782 

78.8 

36, 648 

19,540 

9,  860 

53.3 

27, 188 

21, 478 

10,739 

79.2 

33,046 

16, 305 

8,228 

49.3 

33,129 

17,  767 

9, 147 
4.  718 

53.6 

18, 056 

9,486 

52.5 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Influence  of  Federal  aid  on  highway  construction — Highway  construction  contracts  awarded 
by  Stale  highway  departments,  calendar  year  1958  1 — Continued 


State 

Total  State 
highway 
department 
construction  1 

Portion  of 
total  State 
construction 
under 
Federal-aid 
program 

Federal-aid 

funds 

Percent  of 
State 
highway 
department 
construction 
under 
Federal-aid 
program 

Thousands 
*20,  639 

Thousands 
$9,  465 

Thousands 

$7,944 

36.9 

01,801 

17,  579 

8,783 

28.4 

56, 674 

33,  217 

16, 372 

58.6 

40,  587 

20,  833 

10,  799 

51.3 

17,  779 

16,  385 

8,470 

86.5 

32, 960 

21,131 

10,  567 

64. 1 

10,  382 

10,  382 

6,  357 

100.0 

8,632 

7,  839 

4,001 

91.9 

6,458 

5,087 

4,  409 

93.  7 

0,  703 

4,249 

2,342 

63.4 

36, 420 

20,  422 

10,  002 

56.0 

15,596 

12,  612 

8,  344 

80.8 

214,  489 

71,151 

35,  746 

33.2 

37,616 

18,  859 

9, 131 

50.1 

12,913 

11,740 

5,  855 

90.9 

Ohio  . . - . 

44,  106 

33,  776 

16,108 

76.5 

39,  987 

18,  348 

9,  401 

45.9 

34,042 

32,264 

21,843 

94.7 

105,  366 

39,613 

19,  791 

37.6 

0,  403 

6, 159 

3,  079 

96.2 

19,978 

11,023 

6,468 

65.2 

16,  710 

13,760 

10,  111 

82.3 

45, 678 

20,  429 

10, 498 
32,401 

44.7 

105,  886 

69,  246 

55.1 

Utah . . . - 

9,  449 

7,  526 
4,002 

5,737 

79.6 

4,237 

2,079 

94.5 

31,436 

20,694 

10,  408 

65.8 

33,  716 

16,  768 

10,012 

49.7 

27,012 

12, 844 

6.  421 

47.5 

45, 963 

29,260 

15, 060 

64.6 

9,  917 

7,244 
1, 848 

6,236 

73.0 

2,  788 

963 

66.3 

*  Estimated. 

*  Includes  contracts  awarded  for  special  toll  facilities  and  work  by  force  account. 


1  Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  good  as 
the  highway  program  has  been  in  the 
past,  we  are  confronted  by  the  sad  fact 
that  there  is  a  tremendous  deficiency 
in  our  highways.  Wars  have  inter¬ 
rupted  the  prosecution  of  our  highway 
program,  and  today  traffic  has  far  out¬ 
stripped  highway  capacity. 

The  war  years  took  a  severe  toll  in 
deterioration  and  obsolescence,  from 
which  we  have  not  recovered.  Now  we 
find  that  about  64  percent  of  the  Fed- 
ei-al-aid  system  roads  need  improvement, 
i  That  improvement  will  cost  altogether 
about  $35  billion.  The  best  efforts  at 
all  levels  of  government,  over  a  consid¬ 
erable  period  of  time,  will  be  needed 
to  bring  our  highways  up  to  standard 
so  that  they  can  handle  today’s  traffic 
of  55  million  vehicles. 

Members  of  the  committee  feel  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  now 
move  to  meet  the  great  highway  defi¬ 
ciency.  The  increased  sums  we  have 
proposed  in  Federal  aid  will  of  them¬ 
selves  help  to  a  certain  extent.  More¬ 
over,  we  expect  that  these  increases  will 
further  spur  the  States  to  greater  efforts 
so  that  the  actual  effect  will  go  consid¬ 
erably  beyond  the  amounts  of  the  in¬ 
creases. 

We  feel  that  if  we  authorize  Federal 
aid  in  approximately  the  total  amount 
of  the  Federal  taxes  collected  on  gaso¬ 
line,  diesel  fuel,  and  lubricating  oils  we 
will  be  giving  States  an  example  of  good 
faith  and  responsibility  that  will  en¬ 
courage  them  a  great  deal. 

In  that  connection,  I  should  like  to 
repeat,  for  the  attention  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  now  on  the  floor,  the  increases  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  several  categories.  The 
Federal  primary  system  today  gets  $247,- 


500,000.  We  are  proposing  to  increase 
that  to  $342  million,  representing  an  in¬ 
crease  of  almost  $100  million  for  the 
Federal  primary  system. 

Under  our  proposal,  an  increase  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  secondary  system  from 
$165  million  to  $228  million. 

The  urban  system  presently  gets 
$137,500,000.  We  are  proposing  to  in¬ 
crease  that  to  $190  million. 

In  all  3  of  these  systems,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  primary.  Federal  secondary,  and 
Federal  urban,  we  are  proposing  to  in¬ 
crease  the  amounts  from  the  present 
total  of  $550  million  to  $760  million. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  committee  is 
reporting  a  sixfold  increase  for  the  in¬ 
terstate  system,  which  is  now  at  the 
level  of  $25  million.  We  propose  to  in¬ 
crease  that  to  $150  million. 

There  are  several  significant  differ¬ 
ences  between  S.  3184  and  the  bill  re¬ 
cently  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Senate  bill  pro¬ 
vides  a  billion  dollars  instead  of  a  total 
of  $875  million,  as  I  have  previously 
pointed  out. 

In  the  second  place,  the  Senate  bill 
contains  no  provision,  such  as  the  House 
bill  contains,  making  the  entire  inter¬ 
state  highway  authorization  contingent 
on  continuance  of  the  2 -cent  Federal 
excise  tax  on  gasoline.  The  committee 
felt  this  would  be  a  bad  legislative  prece¬ 
dent,  making  the  authorization  contin¬ 
gent  on  certain  revenues,  whether  they 
come  from  sales  of  gasoline  or  perfume 
or  household  appliances.  We  felt  it 
would  be  a  bad  precedent  for  our  high¬ 
way  system,  linking  the  program  with 
a  certain  class  of  revenues,  without  re¬ 
gard  for  needs.  Highway  officials  are 
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practically  unanimous  in  their  fierce  op¬ 
position  to  the  principle  of  "linkage.” 
And  we  felt  it  would  be  reckless,  risking 
the  entire  interstate  system — which 
needs  improvements  most  desperately, 
according  to  the  great  bulk  of  testimony 
given  us,  and  which  needs  Federal  en¬ 
couragement  most  particularly — on  a 
single  tax  item. 

In  the  third  place,  the  Senate  bill  con¬ 
tains  no  provision,  such  as  the  House  bill 
contains,  allowing  transfer  of  up  to  25 
percent  of  the  amount  apportioned  to 
any  State  from  one  system — primary, 
secondary,  or  urban — to  another  system. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the 
present  percentages  of  apportionment 
have  brought  about  excessive  develop¬ 
ment  of  one  system  at  the  expense  of 
the  others.  Permission  to  transfer  funds 
might  deprive  any  single  system  of  as 
much  as  50  percent  of  its  funds. 

In  that  connection  I  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate  to 
page  9  of  the  committee  report. 

The  25-percent  provision,  it  will  be 
noted,  could  be  applied  two  ways. 
Twenty-five  percent  could  be  taken  from 
the  urban  system  and  25  percent  from 
the  primary  system,  and  that  could  be 
put  on  the  secondary  system.  If  that 
were  done,  the  secondary  system  would 
be  increased  50  percent  by  taking  25 
percent  from  each  of  the  other  systems. 
Or  25  percent  could  be  taken  from  the 
primary  system  and  25  percent  from  the 
secondary  system,  and  that  50  percent 
could  be  applied  to  the  urban  system.  I 
believe  the  House  bill  contains  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  total  amount  transferred 
shall  not  exceed  25  percent.  However, 
that  could  be  done  in  any  one  of  three 
ways,  depending  on  the  attitude  of  the 
highway  commission,  the  governor,  or 
the  legislature  of  the  State  involved, 
whoever  would  make  the  determination 
as  to  the  transfer.  So  the  committee 
felt  that  such  a  provision  disturbing  the 
existing  relationship  between  the  sys¬ 
tems  should  not  be  adopted  without  con¬ 
clusive  evidence  to  show  its  necessity. 

I  should  now  like  to  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  for  a  few  moments  to 
the  proposal  with  respect  to  the  inter¬ 
state  system  and  its  apportionment. 
This  is  doubtless  a  matter  the  Senate  will 
want  to  consider  carefully.  The  interests 
of  all  the  States  are  affected  by  the  for¬ 
mulas  for  apportionment  and  by  the 
ratios  of  matching. 

The  first  thing  which  should  be  under¬ 
stood  is  that  the  bill  proposes  no  change 
whatsoever  in  (a)  the  proportionate  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  amounts  author¬ 
ized  for  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  systems,  our  regular  traditional 
highway  network,  or  (b)  the  method  of 
apportionment  to  the  States  for  these 
systems,  or  (c)  the  Federal-aid  matching 
ratio  for  these  systems. 

The  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
systems  will  each  receive  the  same  per¬ 
centage  as  in  the  past  of  the  total  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  three,  that  is,  45  per¬ 
cent  for  the  primary,  30  percent  for  the 
secondary,  and  25  percent  for  the  urban. 
The  total  authorization  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  exactly  as  before, 
and  matched  on  a  50-50  basis  as  before. 
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1954. 

The  total  authorizations  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  exactly  as  before,  under  what  we 
call  section  21.  That  is,  one-third  on  the 
basis  of  population,  one-third  on  the 
basis  of  road  mileage,  and  one-third  on 
the  basis  of  area.  The  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  systems  will  be  apportioned  on 
that  basis. 

The  only  change  affecting  the  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  systems  is  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  authorize  substantially  larger 
amounts  for  each  than  previous  Federal- 
aid  highway  acts — a  total  of  $760  million 
compared  to  $550  million  in  the  1952  act. 

The  changes  in  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tionment  and  in  matching  ratio  apply 
only  to  the  sharply  increased  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  interstate  system,  in  the 
amount  of  $150  million. 

There  is  no  thought  whatsoever,  and  I 
wish  to  stress  this  as  much  as  the  Record 
can  show  it  is  stressed,  that  this  differ¬ 
ence  in  the  interstate  system  should  be  a 
precedent  for  extending  a  new  formula 
for  apportionment  or  a  new  matching 
ratio  to  the  regular  systems — primary, 
secondary,  and  urban.  Quite  the  con¬ 
trary.  Most  likely  the  present  formulas 
and  the  present  ratio  will  remain  intact 
for  many,  many  years. 

It  is  also  true  that  every  State  will  re¬ 
ceive  a  greater  .total  for  all  the  systems 
combined  than  has  been  appropriated 
heretofore.  A  total  for  each  of  the 
States  will  be  found  at  pages  5  and  6  of 
the  report  accompanying  the  bill. 

In  dealing  with  the  interstate  system, 
however,  the  committee  believes  we  face 
an  emergency,  because  of  which  there 
were  several  new  proposals,  all  backed 
with  strong  and  logical  arguments. 

One  proposal  was  that  the  amount  of 
authorization  for  the  interstate  system 
be  greatly  increased  from  $25  million, 
as  authorized  in  1952.  The  argument 
based  on  need  could  not  be  denied.  The 
committee  considered  recommending  an 
authorization  of  $100  million,  and  also 
considered  recommending  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $200  million,  as  proposed  in  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  Finally  we  settled  upon  an 
authorization  of  $150  million,  and  that  is 
what  now  is  proposed. 

The  second  proposal  was  that  the  in¬ 
terstate  system  funds  be  apportioned 
to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  population 
alone.  This  was  strongly  urged  by  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials,  the  American  Automobile  Asso¬ 
ciation,  and  many  other  groups  inter¬ 
ested  in  highway  legislation  from  a  na¬ 
tional  point  of  view.  We  compromised 
on  this  issue,  and  accepted  the  House 
provision,  proposing  that  half  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  authorization — or  $75  million — 
be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion,  and  that  the  other  half  be  appor¬ 
tioned  according  to  the  traditional  for¬ 
mula  incorporating  area,  mileage,  and 
population. 

Of  the  total  Federal-aid  authorization 
of  $910  million,  the  new  method  of  ap¬ 
portionment  affects,  therefore,  only  $75 
million. 

Another  proposal  was  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  ratio  for  matching  on  the  in¬ 
terstate  system  be  changed  from  the 
traditional  50-50  basis,  in  recognition  of 
the  greater  Federal  interest  in  this 


“backbone”  system  of  highway  and  the 
greater  cost,  due  to  the  higher  standards 
of  construction  required. 

At  one  time  a  75-25  percent  ratio  was 
used  when  the  strategic  network  was 
begun;  and  there  was  some  suggestion 
to  use  it  again,  so  as  to  make  it  easier, 
or,  one  might  say,  more  attractive  for 
the  States  to  match  the  Federal  funds 
and  to  use  their  available  funds  in  build¬ 
ing  the  interstate  system.  But  this 
would  also  mean  a  smaller  total  amount 
spent  on  Federal-aid  interstate  road 
construction  than  if  the  States  had  to 
match  on  a  50-50  basis.  That  is  to  say, 
assuming  an  authorized  appropriation 
of  $150  million  for  interstate  highways, 
on  the  50-50  basis  the  States  would  have 
to  put  up  another  $150  million,  making 
a  total  of  $300  million.  On  the  other 
hand,  on  the  75-25  percent  basis,  the 
States  would  have  to  put  up  only  $50  mil¬ 
lion,  making  a  total  of  $200  million 
available. 

Thus,  as  the  Senator  from  Kansas  will 
see,  we  would  have  $100  million  less  for 
fconstruction  of  the  interstate  highways. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Payne  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  I  understand  the  distri¬ 
bution  of- funds  among  the  States  in  the 
case  of  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
highways,  but  I  am  not  so  familiar  with 
the  distribution  of  funds  in  connection 
with  the  interstate  system. 

As  I  understood  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  he  said  we  had  been  pro¬ 
viding  $25  million  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  fund,  and  now  it  is  proposed  that 
the  fund  be  increased  to  $150  million,  to 
be  allocated  under  a  new  formula.  Let 
me  ask  what  the  old  formula  was  or  how 
was  the  fund  previously  distributed? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  present  fund  of  $25 
million  is  distributed  on  the  three-way 
basis  of  area,  population,  and  mileage. 
For  example,  to  state  the  matter  specifi¬ 
cally,  on  pages  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  report 
there  are  tables  which  give  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  the  $25  million,  under  the 
1952  act,  for  each  of  the  States;  and  on 
pages  5  and  6  there  is  another  table 
showing  the  apportionment  of  $75  mil¬ 
lion  on  a  population  basis,  and  $75  mil¬ 
lion  according  to  section  21  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act,  making  a  total  of 
$150  million. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
further  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  would  clarify  the 
question  of  distribution  of  the  funds  for 
the  interstate  highway  system  and  the 
amount  of  funds  on  a  percentage  basis 
which  the  States  will  be  required  to 
match.  It  would  help  me  very  mate¬ 
rially  if  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
would  do  that. 


Mr.  CASE.  First,  let  us  consider  the 
total.  If  the  amount  is  matched  on  a 
50-50  basis — the  normal  basis  of  match¬ 
ing — obviously,  $150  million  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government  would  call  for 
a  total  of  $150  million  to  be  put  up  by 
the  several  States,  so  there  would  be 
provided  a  total  of  $300  million  for  the 
interstate  system. 

If  the  matching  occurs  on  a  75-25  per¬ 
cent  basis,  the  Federal  Government 
would  put  up  $3  for  each  dollar  the 
States  put  up;  in  other  words,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  would  put  up  a  total 
of  $150  million,  and  the  States  would  put 
up  a  total  of  $50  million,  making  a  grand 
total  of  $200  million. 

However,  the  committee  compromised 
on  a  60-40  percent  matching  basis,  which 
means  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  put  up  $6  for  every  $4  put  up  by 
the  States.  The  intent  is  thereby  to 
have  the  Federal  Government  provide  a 
substantial  part  of  the  cost  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system. 

In  the  case  of  the  interstate  system 
3  or  4  elements  of  cost  are  greater 
than  in  the  case  of  either  the  primary 
or  the  secondary  systems.  The  first  is 
that  the  rights  of  way  required  for  the 
selected  roads  of  the  interstate  system 
are,  in  many  instances,  higher  in  cost 
than  are  the  normal  rights-of-way. 

The  second  is  that  a  great  part  of  the 
interstate  system  connects  the  capitals 
or  the  large  cities  of  the  country.  There¬ 
fore,  that  system  reflects  a  heavier  flow 
of  traffic,  which,  in  turn,  requires  a 
heavier  base  course,  heavier  paving, 
wider  highways,  and  other  elements 
which  enter  into  the  situation — as,  for 
instance,  signaling  and  cloverleaf  de¬ 
signs  for  access  to  the  highways.  All  of 
them  result  in  higher  cost. 

Recognizing,  therefore,  that  the  tend¬ 
ency  of  some  State  commissions  might 
be  to  use  their  funds  for  matching  in 
connection  with  either  the  normal 
primary  or  secondary  systems,  it  was  the 
opinion  of  the  committee  that  by  offer¬ 
ing  the  funds  on  a  60-40  percentage 
basis,  the  States  would  be  attracted  or 
persuaded  to  use  their  available  funds 
for  matching  for  the  interstate  roads, 
and  thereby  help  complete  the  inter¬ 
state  system. 

I  also  invite  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  chart  appearing  on  the  easel 
at  the  rear  of  the  Chamber.  It  shows 
a  map  of  the  United  States,  on  which  is 
displayed  the  interstate  system.  By 
examining  the  map,  Senators  can  de¬ 
termine  the  recognized  interstate  sys¬ 
tem  for  their  States  and  all  other  States. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas.. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  As  I  have  stated,  I 
have  had  some  experience,  as  Governor 
of  a  State,  in  dealing  with  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  highways.  However, 
the  interstate  system  is  comparatively 
new. 

I  can  very  well  appreciate  the  need  of 
funds  for  this  type  of  highway,  because 
of  the  greatly  increased  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  in  certain  areas  which  are  densely 
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populated  and  highly  developed,  and 
for  other  reasons. 

I  wonder  whether  the  proposals  of  the 
committee  in  respect  to  the  interstate 
system  and  the  basis  of  distribution  of 
funds  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  mentioned  had  the  approval  of  the 
State  highway  commissions  and  others 
interested  in  the  construction  of  such 
highways. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Association  of  High¬ 
way  Officials  wanted  to  go  further  than 
the  committee  went ;  that  is,  they  wanted 
an  appropriation  of  $200  million  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  be  authorized, 
and  they  wanted  all  the  funds  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  on  the  basis  of  population. 
However,  the  committee  felt  that  it 
would  be  a  little  abrupt  to  make  that 
much  of  a  change  in  the  apportioning 
plan;  and,  as  I  have  stated,  the  com¬ 
mittee  voted  for  the  adoption  of  the 
60-40  plan. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  provides  for  authorization  of 
an  appropriation  of  $200  million,  and 
that  provision  probably  was  based  on  the 
suggestion  of  the  Association  of  Highway 
Officials? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  think  that  is  correct;  the 
House  accepted  that  recommendation. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
further  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the 
problems  involved  in  connection  with 
the  expansion  of  our  highway  program, 
and  I  am  somewhat  familiar  with  them. 

I  believe  that  we  in  Kansas,  because 
of  some  previous  State  highway  legisla¬ 
tion  and  because  of  funds  we  have  avail¬ 
able,  will  be  able  to  match  all  the  money 
authorized  by  this  bill. 

One  thing  about  which  I  am  concerned 
Is  the  possibility  that  in  the  future  we 
shall  provide  a  new  formula  for  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  highway  funds.  Does  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  feel  that  in 
connection  with  this  bill  we  might  be 
setting  a  pattern  for  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem  which  eventually  would  extend  to 
the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  high¬ 
way  systems? 

Mr.  CASE.  No;  I  do  not  accept  that 
as  a  likelihood. 

The  reason  for  that  is  that  one  must 
consider  the  purposes  of  the  several 
systems. 

The  purpose  of  the  secondary  system 
is  to  provide  farm-to-market  roads,  and 
it  would  be  practically  impossible  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  aid  program  for  farm-to-market 
roads  on  the  basis  of  population  and 
serve  that  particular  system. 

The  primary  road  system  serves  the 
particular  purpose  of  creating  in  every 
State  roads  which  will  connect  the  prin¬ 
cipal  cities  and  county  seats  and  will 
develop  a  degree  of  highway  standardiza¬ 
tion  which  will  cause  the  highways  of 
one  State  to  conform  to  or  be  similar  to 
those  of  other  States. 

As  the  Senator  from  Kansas  examines 
the  map  in  the  rear  of  the  Chamber,  he 
will  see  that  in  connection  with  the  inter¬ 
state  system,  there  are  some  very  large 


open  spaces.  If  we  did  not  have  a  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  program  we  would  not 
have  any  highways  of  very  high  stand¬ 
ard  in  the  large  open  spaces.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  the  States  of  Kansas,  Ne¬ 
braska,  South  Dakota,  and  North  Dakota, 
which  are  in  the  central  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  do  not  have  a  great  network  of  in¬ 
terstate  roads.  They  must  have  a  pri- 
mai’y  road  program  if  they  are  to  have 
good  roads  between  the  county  seats  and 
the  principal  cities.  So  a  distribution  on 
the  basis  of  population  alone  would  not 
serve  the  primary  system,  and  would  not 
serve  the  secondary  system.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  very  definitely 
feels  that  there  will  never  be  any  accept¬ 
ance  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  a  proposal  to  apply  a  popula¬ 
tion  basis  for  the  distribution  of  either 
the  primary  or  the  secondary  road 
money. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  my  personal  ap-« 
predation  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  which  brings  this  important  piece 
of  highway  legislation  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  I  think  the  amount  of  the 
proposed  increase  is  well  in  keeping  with 
the  need  for  highway  construction,  in 
view  of  the  rapidly  increasing  number 
of  automobiles  and  trucks  on  our  high¬ 
ways.  From  the  standpoint  of  using  the 
revenue  which  is  obtained  from  the  gaso¬ 
line  tax,  or  at  least  a  greater  proportion 
of  it,  the  bill  is  in  keeping  with  modern 
times.  In  1950  I  was  chairman  of  the 
governors’  conference.  In  that  year 
and  in  previous  years  we  called  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  the  fact  that  we  were  collecting 
$1  billion  or  more  in  gasoline  taxes  and 
using  probably  $500  million  for  highway 
work,  the  balance  going  into  the  Federal 
Treasury  for  General  Government  ex¬ 
penses.  I  believe  that  the  proposal  to 
use  a  greater  proportion  of  the  revenue 
from  the  gasoline  tax  for  highway  pur¬ 
poses  is  a  forward  step. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  junior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  and  the  committee. 
I  think  they  have  rendered  the  country 
a  great  service  in  bringing  this  piece  of 
proposed  legislation  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator’s  very  gen¬ 
erous  remarks  are  deeply  appreciated. 
In  response,  I  should  like  to  emphasize 
a  little  further  the  reason  for  the  ap¬ 
portionment  proposed  with  respect  to 
interstate  highways.  In  that  connec¬ 
tion,  I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators 
to  the  table  which  appears  on  page  66  of 
the  hearings.  The  table  shows  the  de¬ 
signated  mileage  of  the  interstate  system 
for  each  of  the  States,  the  cost  of  the 
work  needed  to  complete  the  interstate 
system,  and  the  percentage  of  cost  which 
is  represented  by  the  work  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  in  each  State.  It  also  shows  the 
population,  percentagewise,  and  the  per¬ 
centage  of  apportionment  under  section 
21,  together  with  the  apportionment  on 
a  population  basis. 

The  reason  for  including  this  table  in 
the  Record  is  that  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  may  determine  the  ratio  of  proposed 
funds  to  the  amount  of  work  to  be  done. 
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There  are  2  or  3  States  to  which  at¬ 
tention  should  be  invited,  because  they 
make  the  whole  point. 

In  California,  for  example,  the  cost  of 
the  work  to  be  accomplished  would  be 
$1,169,427,000.  That  is  10.38  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  total  interstate  system. 
Ten  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  interstate 
system  would  be  expended  in  completing 
the  system  in  California.  Yet  if  we  were 
to  apportion  the  money  on  the  basis  of 
section  21 — the  old  three-way  division— 
California  would  receive  but  4.74  percent 
of  the  money,  less  than  half  the  amount 
necessary  to  complete  the  system. 

The  same  thing  is  approximately  true 
in  Pennsylvania,  where  the  cost  of  the 
interstate  system  to  be  completed  rep¬ 
resents  8.22  percent  of  the  dollars  re¬ 
quired  for  the  total  system.  Apportion¬ 
ment  under  section  21  would  mean  only 
4.05  percent,  representing  less  than  half 
of  the  dollars  required,  proportionately, 
to  complete  the  system. 

Almost  the  same  thing  is  true  in  Illi¬ 
nois.  Perhaps  the  situation  is  a  little 
worse  in  that  State,  because  Illinois  has 
7.60  percent  of  the  cost,  but  the  appor¬ 
tionment  under  section  21  would  pro¬ 
vide  only  3.98  percent. 

It  so  happens  that  in  my  State  ap¬ 
portionment  under  the  old  formula 
would  give  us  slightly  more  in  dollars 
than  the  compromise  formula  proposed 
by  the  committee;  but  it  must  be  re¬ 
membered  that  the  interstate  system  is 
a  national  system,  designed  to  meet  a 
national  need  in  a  time  of  emergency. 
We  are  thinking  in  terms  of  building 
highways  which  will  make  it  possible  to 
transport  huge  quantities  of  material  for 
national  defense,  and  also,  if  need  be,  to 
provide  ways  for  people  to  get  out  of 
cities  or  into  cities,  according  to  the  de¬ 
velopments  of  any  particular  situation. 
So  I  feel  that  the  interstate  system  is 
amply  justified  in  the  amounts  and  on 
the  basis  proposed. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  What  would  be  the 
total  cost  of  the  interstate  system  ac¬ 
cording  to  present  estimates? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  estimates  for  the  cost 
of  the  work  needed  to  complete  the  sys¬ 
tem  show  a  total  of  $11,266,372,000. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  How  much  is  it  pro¬ 
posed  to  appropriate  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  CASE.  One  hundred  and  fifty  mil¬ 
lion  dollars. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Has  the  Senator  made 
an  estimate  as  to  how  many  years  would 
be  requii’ed  to  complete  the  system  at 
this  rate  of  appropriation? 

Mr.  CASE.  Assuming  that  the  States 
put  up  $4  for  each  $6  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  puts  up,  $250  million  is  one- 
fourth  of  a  billion,  and  it  would  require 
4  years  to  get  $1  billion.  Eleven  billion 
dollars  would  require  44  years. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  How  much  revenue 
does  the  Government  receive  from  the 
Federal  gas  tax  and  the  automobile  and 
other  excise  taxes  which  are  included 
in  the  formula  for  highway  allotment? 
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Mr.  CASE.  For  the  year  1953  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  received  $979  million 
in  excise  taxes  on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel  oil, 
and  lubricating  oil. 

Mr.  POTTER.  How  much  does  the  bill 
contemplate  giving  back  to  the  States 
in  grants  for  highway  construction? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  bill  contemplates  a 
total  of  $1,002,000,000.  That  is  practi¬ 
cally  the  equivalent  of  what  the  excise 
taxes  will  produce  for  the  years  to  which 
the  bill  is  applicable.  The  bill  is  really 
an  authorization  for  the  fiscal  years 
1956  and  1957.  Receipts  have  been  in¬ 
creasing  at  a  rate  between  5  and  10  per¬ 
cent  a  year,  so  we  feel  that  the  $979  mil¬ 
lion  received  in  the  fiscal  year  1953  will 
reach  $1  billion  in  1956  and  1957. 

Mr.  POTTER.  So  it  is  anticipated  that 
nearly  ICO  percent  of  the  Federal  excise 
taxes  on  gasoline  and  lubricating  oil  will 
go  back  to  the  States  for  highway  pur¬ 
poses. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  bill  contains  $1 
billion  and  a  few  odd  million  for  the  total 
program,  but  for  Federal  aid  the  amount 
is  only  $900  million. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  amount  for  Federal- 
aid  programs  is  $910  million.  The  re¬ 
mainder  is  for  roads  many  of  which  are 
links  in  the  interstate  system  or  in  the 
primary  system. 


Mr.  CASE.  That  is  the  intent  of  the 
bill. 

Possibly  I  should  clarify  that  answer 
in  one  respect.  The  total  of  the  Federal- 
aid  programs  is  $910  million.  The  bill 
authorizes  $90  million  for  roads  on  Fed¬ 
eral  lands,  such  as  park  roads,  forest 
roads  and  trails,  and  Indian  roads.  The 
total  of  $910  million  plus  $90  million 
makes  an  even  $1  billion.  Then  there  is 
authorized  $2  y2  million  for  roads  on  pub¬ 
lic  lands.  The  total  is  the  equivalent 
of  the  amount  received  from  the  special 
excise  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  the 
table  to  which  I  have  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


At  this  point  I  think  possibly  I  should 
modify  the  answer  which  I  gave  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin]  a  while  ago  when  he  was  asking  how 
long  a  time  would  be  required  to  com¬ 
plete  the  interstate  system.  In  our  rough 
arithmetic  we  figured  that  it  might  re¬ 
quire  44  years.  There  is  one  modifica¬ 
tion  which  should  be  suggested,  and  that 
is  that  the  interstate  system  is  the  pri¬ 
mary  system,  and  it  is  possible  for 
States  to  build  a  part  of  the  interstate 


system  by  using  primary  system  money. 
In  fact,  in  some  States  that  is  done. 
Money  for  interstate  roads  can  be  used 
on  the  portions  of  the  primary  system 
which  are  designated  as  parts  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  system.  However,  it  does  not 
work  both  ways;  that  is,  it  is  not  pos¬ 
sible  to  use  interstate  road  money  on  all 
parts  of  the  primary  system,  but  only 
on  the  parts  that  are  designated  as  in¬ 
terstate. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  What  I  wanted  to  do 
was  to  impress  upon  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  how  far  we  are  behind  in  the 
construction  of  the  interstate  system. 
I  made  the  statement  yesterday,  in  my 
brief  opening  remarks  relative  to  the  bill, 
that  the  important  means  of  transpor¬ 
tation,  from  the  earliest  days  of  America 
down  to  the  present,  has  been  our  road 
system.  It  is  not  our  railroads  or  our 
waterways  or  our  air  ways  that  unite 
the  States,  but  it  is  our  interstate  system 
of  highways.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  and  I  were  discuss¬ 
ing  that  point  only  a  moment  ago. 

General  Washington,  when  he  became 
President,  saw  the  need  of  a  road  open¬ 
ing  up  the  West  from  the  vicinity  of  the 
National  Capital.  That  road  is  now 
Route  50.  The  celebrated  men  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  of  Tennessee,  when  they  came 
to  the  Capital  in  those  early  days, 
reached  that  road  in  the  vicinity  of  Co¬ 
lumbus,  Ohio,  and  then  proceeded  east¬ 
ward.  The  road  plan  of  our  country  has 
kept  the  States  tied  together  more  than 
any  other  one  thing. 

The  reason  I  asked  my  question  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  who  has  done  such  a  magnificent 
job  relative  to  the  road  bill,  was  that  I 
wanted  to  impress  on  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  the  long  period  of  time  it  will 
take  for  us  to  complete  the  interstate 
system,  which  is  the  basic  system  of 
transportation  in  our  country. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  properly  emphasizes  the  point 
that  we  must  step  up  the  program  if  we 
are  to  get  the  interstate  system  com¬ 
pleted  in  time  for  any  of  us  to  use  it.  It 
is  true  of  course  that  the  application  of 
funds  from  the  primary  system  and  also 
from  the  urban  system  can  speed  it  up. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  to  associate  my¬ 
self  with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  with  respect  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  transportation  system  of 
this  country.  In  my  opinion  nothing 
has  united  the  several  States  more  than 
have  the  roads.  In  the  Constitution  and 
in  documents  and  papers  the  term 
“United  States  of  America”  is  used. 
What  actually  unites  the  United  States 
is  its  roads. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  a  few  questions  about  the 
pending  bill.  First,  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  him  on  presenting  one  of  the  finest 
road  bills  that  has  ever  been  reported  to 
the  Senate.  That  is  the  opinion  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  with 
reference  to  the  bill  itself.  I  differ. 


National  system  of  interstate  highways 


State 

Mileage 

Percent  of 
mileage 

Cost  of 
work 
needed  1 

Percent  of 
cost 

Popula¬ 

tion, 

percent 

Appor¬ 
tionment, 
sec.  21 

Appor¬ 
tionment, 
popula¬ 
tion  basis 

Alabama _ _ 

890.  8 

2.40 

$87,  976 

0.78 

2.03 

2.18 

1.92 

Arizona.  . . . 

1, 130.9 

3.00 

92, 108 

.82 

.50 

1.54 

.75 

Arkansas _ _ 

017.8 

1.39 

78,289 

.69 

1.27 

1.71 

1.19 

California. . . . . 

1,  900.  5 

5. 11 

1, 169,  427 

10.38 

7.02 

4.74 

6.  62 

Colorado. _ _  _ 

661.  7 

1.78 

72,294 

.64 

.88 

1.86 

.83 

Connecticut _ 

262.  4 

.71 

219,  302 

1.95 

1.33 

.65 

1.26 

Delaware  _ . . . 

25.  5 

.07 

49,  428 

.44 

.21 

.50 

.75 

Florida  . . . . . . 

1,  141.2 

3.  07 

115,  263 

1.02 

1.84 

1.64 

1.73 

Georgia . .  . . 

1.  110.0 

2.99 

175,  728 

1.  56 

2.29 

2.56 

2.15 

Idaho . . . 

016.9 

1.06 

50,  243 

.45 

.39 

1.28 

.75 

Illinois _ _ _  ... 

1,  540.  9 

4. 15 

856,  378 

7.  60 

5.  78 

3.98 

5.  45 

Indiana . 

1,  065.  4 

2.  87 

389,  437 

3.  46 

2.61 

2.45 

2.  46 

Iowa.  . 

070.2 

1.80 

78,  349 

.70 

1.74 

2.51 

1.64 

Kansas . 

701.5 

1.89 

89,  783 

.80 

1.26 

2.52 

1.  19 

Kentucky . 

048. 4 

1.74 

181,  933 

1.61 

1.95 

1.90 

1.84 

Louisiana . . . . 

597. 1 

1.61 

221,  010 

1.96 

1.78 

1.59 

1.68 

Maine . . 

300.  4 

.81 

74,  171 

.66 

.61 

.87 

.75 

Maryland . .  ._ 

265.  5 

.71 

242,  278 

2.  15 

1.55 

.90 

1.47 

Massachusetts _ _ _ 

4135.  8 

.90 

451,896 

4.01 

3.  11 

1.30 

2.93 

Michigan . . . . . . 

902.  5 

2.  59 

416,  399 

3.70 

4.23 

3.21 

3.98 

Minnesota . 

8.50.  5 

2.  29 

161,  511 

1.43 

1.98 

2.  72 

1.87 

Mississippi . . . . . 

691.0 

1.86 

88,  140 

.78 

1.45 

1.84 

1.36 

Missouri... .  . . 

1,  070.  8 

2.  88 

235,  284 

2.09 

2.  62 

2.  97 

2.47 

Montana . 

1,  243.  7 

3.35 

116,  004 

1.03 

.39 

2.09 

.75 

Nebraska _ _ _ _ _ 

400.6 

1.24 

48,239 

.43 

.88 

2.00 

.83 

Nevada.  _  . . . . . 

537.  3 

1.45 

19,  568 

.17 

.  11 

1.34 

.75 

Now  Hampshire _ _ _ 

201.0 

.55 

40,  329 

.36 

.35 

.50 

.75 

Now  Jersey _ _ _ _ _ 

192.4 

.52 

404,  0,53 

3.  59 

3.  21 

1.34 

3.02 

New  Mexico _ _ _ _ 

1,012.5 

2.72 

58, 110 

.52 

.45 

1.69 

.75 

Now  York.. . . . . . 

1,034.3 

2.78 

862,  261 

7.  65 

9.  84 

4.85 

9.27 

North  Carolina _ _ 

712.7 

1.92 

72.  857 

.65 

2.  70 

2.54 

2.54 

North  Dakota _ 

498.3 

1.34 

45, 151 

.40 

.41 

1.51 

.75 

Ohio . . . . . . . 

1,  216.4 

3.27 

758,  591 

6.73 

5.27 

3.  59 

4.97 

Oklahoma  _ _ _ _ 

780.1 

2. 10 

166,  418 

1  48 

1  48 

2.  21 

1.40 

Oregon... . . . . . . 

703.0 

1.89 

117,915 

1.05 

1.01 

1.77 

.95 

Pennsylvania _ 

1,  356.  9 

3.  65 

926,  579 

8.  22 

6.97 

4.05 

6.56 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

48.6 

.13 

80,  008 

.76 

.53 

.50 

.75 

South  Carolina _ _ 

697.  0 

1.88 

119,  569 

1.06 

1.  40 

1.39 

1.32 

South  Dakota _ _ 

514.  7 

1.39 

44,  835 

.40 

.43 

1.61 

.75 

Tennessee _ 

1,044.9 

2.  81 

241,  058 

2. 15 

2. 18 

2.20 

2.06 

Texas _ _ _ 

2,  704.  8 

7.44 

435,  988 

3.  87 

6. 12 

6.68 

4.82 

Utah . . . 

704.  1 

1.89 

84,  253 

.75 

.46 

1.19 

.75 

Vermont _ 

339.  8 

.91 

54,  419 

.48 

.25 

.50 

.75 

Virginia _ _ _ _ _ 

901.  7 

2.43 

207,  309 

1.84 

2.20 

1.96 

2.08 

Washington. . . . . 

579.5 

1.56 

184,  400 

1.04 

1.  58 

1.  71 

1.  49 

West  Virginia _ 

211.9 

.57 

200,  010 

1.83 

1.33 

1. 12 

1.25 

Wisconsin _ _ 

449. 1 

1.21 

127,  204 

1. 13 

2.  28 

2.45 

2. 15 

Wyoming..  _ _ _ _ 

972.  7 

2.  62 

60,  070 

.53 

.19 

1.29 

.75 

District  of  Columbia . . . . 

16.6 

.04 

180,  670 

1.60 

.53 

.50 

.75 

Total. . 

37, 158.  9 

100.00 

11,  266,  372 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.  00 

i  Thousands,  based  on  estimates  by  individual  States,  not  adjusted  to  current  price  levels. 
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however,  with  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  with  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
commitee  on  the  use  of  the  interstate 
funds.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  up  to  this 
time  up  to  the  time  of  the  presentation 
of  the  pending  bill,  interstate  money  was 
divided  under  the  old  system,  starting 
in  1916,  on  the  basis  of  one-third  popu¬ 
lation,  one-third  area,  and  one-thiid 
postal  road  mileage? 

Mr  CASE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Is  it  not  correct 
also  that  under  the  bill,  in  which  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  interstate  roads  is  lifted 
from  $25  million  to  $150  million,  the  for¬ 
mer  formula  has  been  completely 
ignored,  and  that  the  additional  $75  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  divided,  according  to  the  new 
system,  on  the  basis  of  population.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  would  not  say  it  was 
completely  ignored,  because  section  21 
applies  to  one-half  of  the  amount. 
Whereas  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  under 
the  three-way  division,  received  $407,000, 
under  the  current  authorization  of  $75 
million  divided  on  the  old  basis.  New 
Mexico  will  receive  $1,228,000,  and  out  of 
the  other  $75  million  it  will  receive  an 
additional  $552,000.  So  that  the  State 
of  New  Mexico,  for  example,  will  get 
$1,780,000  for  its  interstate  highways,  as 
against  $407,000  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  $25  million  figure.  Let  us  refer  to 
the  $150  million  authorization  contained 
in  the  bill,  and  consider  it  from  the 
standpoint  of  New  Mexico  and  Idaho. 

Under  section  21,  of  the  $150  million 
authorized  by  this  bill,  New  Mexico 
would  be  allocated  $2,457,000.  Under 
the  committee  bill,  by  the  division  it 
provides.  New  Mexico  would  get  $1,780,- 
000,  or  $677,000  less  than  we  would  get 
under  the  old  formula.  Let  us  take 
South  Dakota,  if  we  may,  instead  of 
Idaho.  Under  the  old  formula,  South 
Dakota  would  get  $2,359,000.  Under  the 
new  formula  it  would  get  $1,732,000,  or 
$627,000  less. 

I  am  not  arguing  the  merits  of  the 
bill.  However,  does  not  the  bill  go  fur¬ 
ther,  so  far  as  the  interstate  roads  are 
concerned,  in  that,  besides  this  division, 
at  least  35  percent  of  the  urban  money 
goes  to  interstate  roads,  outside  this  par¬ 
ticular  amount.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  would  depend  upon 
where  the  State  highway  commission  ap¬ 
plied  its  highway  money. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  what  it  would 
do.  The  term  interstate  roads  means 
exactly  what  it  says.  I  am  not  arguing 
about  the  merits  of  the  proposal.  But 
is  it  not  the  purpose  of  the  bill  to  take 
care  of  the  heavily  populated  areas,  in¬ 
stead  of  taking  care  of  the  interstate 
mileage? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  cannot  go  quite  that  far. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  the  State  of  Dela¬ 
ware,  for  example,  there  may  be  25  miles 
of  interstate  roads,  and  in  Rhode  Island 
there  may  be  40  miles  of  interstate  roads. 
In  any  one  of  the  Western  States — Utah, 
for  example — there  may  be  thousands 
of  miles  of  interstate  roads.  Should  not 
that  fact  be  considered  in  coming  to  a 
solution  as  to  how  the  interstate  money 
should  be  used?  I  know  what  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Pennsylvania  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  have  in  mind 
with  respect  to  constructing  the  inter¬ 
state  system  as  soon  as  it  can  be  con¬ 
structed,  and  I  agree  with  them. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  sad  truth  is  that  if 
the  interstate  money  should  be  appor¬ 
tioned  strictly  under  the  old  formula  of 
a  three-way  split,  some  States  would 
have  their  interstate  systems  built  long 
before  they  were  completed  in  the  other 
States.  The  adoption  of  the  compromise 
formula  is  an  attempt  to  complete  the 
interstate  system  in  all  the  States  at 
about  the  same  time.  It  will  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  do  it,  but  the  bill  does  move 
somewhat  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  while 
the  Senator  is  on  that  point,  may  I  in¬ 
vite  his  attention  to  page  6  of  the  Annual 
Report  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
which  I  hope  he  has  before  him.  I  read 
from  the  third  sentence,  beginning  on 
page  6,  as  follows: 

In  a  survey  of  the  condition  of  rural  por¬ 
tions  of  the  interstate  system  it  was  found 
that  only  24  percent  of  the  mileage  was  ade¬ 
quate  for  traffic  and  76  percent  was  in  need 
of  improvement  or  reconstruction.  On  16 
percent  of  the  mileage  the  need  was  con¬ 
sidered  critical. 

I  point  that  out  to  show  that  on  the 
rural  mileage  of  the  interstate  system 
throughout  the  Nation,  according  to  the 
report  filed  for  the  fiscal  year  1953,  there 
is  a  tremendous  need  for  construction 
funds.  That  need  is  not  entirely  con¬ 
gested  around  cities  or  in  States  con¬ 
taining  large  cities.  In  a  real  interstate 
system  highways  have  to  traverse  large 
States. 

I  shall  not  further  take  the  Senator’s 
time,  but  I  wanted  to  bring  that  point  to 
his  attention. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  a  very  good  point. 
There  is  certainly  need  for  construction 
of  rural  mileage  under  the  interstate 
system,  but  we  should  examine  into  what 
it  will  cost  to  get  the  job  done  in  rural 
areas  as  well  as  in  cities.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  has  al¬ 
ready  stated  in  the  Record  that  South 
Dakota  will  receive  $600,000  less  if  we 
follow  the  formula  in  the  report  than  it 
would  under  the  old  formula.  I  do  not 
object  to  that.  The  subject  must  be  ap¬ 
proached  from  a  national  standpoint  and 
not  from  a  State  standpoint. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  true  that  under 
the  bill,  the  secondary  road  system  and 
Federal  aid  to  the  secondary  road  sys¬ 
tem  receive  maximum  consideration 
with  reference  to  local  needs  and  local 
developments,  whereas  under  the  inter¬ 
state  system  the  bill  reported  by  the 
committee  maximizes  the  national  char¬ 
acter  and  need  of  trunk  lines,  giving  to 
the  Nation  an  integrated  national  sys¬ 
tem  of  first-class  highways? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  see  any 
immediate  reason  why  the  same  formula 
which  applies  admirably  to  secondary 
roads  should  be  applied  to  interstate 
roads? 
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Mr.  CASE.  The  formula  should  re¬ 
flect  the  purpose  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  makes  clear  that  the  same 
formula  does  not  apply  to  secondary 
roads  as  to  primary  roads. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  formula  for  both  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads  is  that  one- 
third  is  apportioned  among  the  States  on 
the  basis  of  population,  one-third  on  the 
basis  of  mileage,  and  one-third  on  the 
basis  of  area. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Is  it  not  true  that  one- 
third  is  based  on  rural  population? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  formula  with  respect 
to  secondary  roads  is  based  on  the  mile¬ 
age  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes, 
with  the  difference  which  the  Senator 
has  well  pointed  out. 

THE  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  FUND  FORMULA 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  formula  would 
not  apply  on  an  equal  basis,  considering 
population.  The  population  factor  takes 
into  account  the  amount  of  money  need¬ 
ed  for  the  primary  system.  The  popu¬ 
lation  is  much  greater  in  the  large  cities 
than  in  farming  areas.  If  the  intent  of 
Congress  is  still  being  carried  out  in  the 
secondary  system,  the  only  thing  we  do 
when  we  change  the  formula  is  to  give 
advantage  to  a  more  thickly  populated 
State  over  a  thinly  populated  State. 

Mr.  CASE.  Let  it  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood  that  we  are  not  changing  the  for¬ 
mula  of  the  primary  system  or  of  the 
secondary  system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  But  we  are  changing 
the  formula  when  we  come  to  building 
roads  with  Federal  aid.  The  system  was 
established  in  the  first  instance  to  bring 
to  the  more  thinly  populated  areas  a 
proper  proportion  of  the  funds  consid¬ 
ering  the  Government  land  ownership 
with  the  consequent  smaller  population. 

To  change  the  formula,  however  small 
the  appropriation  to  which  it  is  applica¬ 
ble  lays  the  groundwork  for  an  extension 
of  it  next  year. 

Mr.  CASE.  We  are  not  changing  the 
formula  of  the  secondary  system  or  of 
the  Federal  primary  system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  But  we  are  as  to  a  part 
of  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  CASE.  No. 

Mr.  MALONE.  How  much  of  it? 

Mr.  CASE.  We  are  changing  it  with 
respect  to  $75  million  out  of  a  billion 
dollars. 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  any  case,  we  are 
changing  the  formula,  and  the  amount 
is  relatively  unimportant,  because  it  may 
be  increased  as  time  goes  on.  We  are 
setting  a  formula  to  be  followed  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  CASE.  For  what? 

Mr.  MALONE.  For  a  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  road  system. 

Mr.  CASE.  No;  we  are  not.  We  are 
changing  it  only  as  to  one-half  of  the 
interstate  system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  But  it  is  a  part  of  the 
Federal  road  system,  and  it  is  so  desig¬ 
nated  in  the  authorization,  is  it  not? 


19 5 ^  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  4395 


Mr.  CASE.  It  Is  a  part  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Yes.  And  the  inter¬ 
state  system  is  a  part  of  the  Federal 
highway  system  for  which  this  Federal 
participation  was  inaugurated  in  the  first 
place. 

Mr.  CASE.  But  that  is  quite  different 
from  the  Federal  secondary  system  or 
the  other  portions  of  the  Federal  primary 
system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  did  not  refer  either 
to  the  secondary  system  or  to  the  pri¬ 
mary  system.  What  I  said  was  that  we 
are  setting  a  precedent  whereby  a  greater 
proportion  of  the  money  would  be  al¬ 
lotted  to  the  thickly  populated  States 
than  they  would  receive  under  the  sys¬ 
tem  under  which  we  have  been  operating. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  point  out  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nevada  that  in  an 
effort  to  protect  the  secondary  system, 
the  committee  did  the  very  best  it  could 
with  respect  to  the  allocation  of  the  total 
funds.  Under  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House,  the  authorization  for  Federal  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  was 
increased  from  $550  million  to  only  $600 
million;  a  total  of  $200  million  was  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  interstate  system  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  under  the  new  formula.  We  re¬ 
jected  that  in  the  Senate  committee  and 
decided  to  increase  the  amount  of  money 
not  merely  to  $600  million,  but  to  $760 
million.  Where  the  House  bill  would 
have  provided  only  $180  million  for  the 
Federal  secondary  system,  we  have  pro¬ 
vided  $200  million  and  have  provided  for 
its  allocation  according  to  the  old  for¬ 
mula.  Where  the  House  would  have  au¬ 
thorized  only  $270  million  for  Federal 
primary  roads,  we  authorize  $342  mil¬ 
lion,  and  that  also  is  to  be  allotted  on  the 
basis  of  the  present  formula. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  understand  that  we 
are  establishing  a  new  formula  which  can 
be  expanded  by  a  future  Congress  on  the 
basis  of  precedent.  The  one  we  now 
have  we  have  operated  under  for  ap¬ 
proximately  40  years  and  it  has  been 
found  extremely  satisfactory. 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes;  and  we  are  living  in 
a  new  age,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada.  I  came  from  a  hearing 
this  morning  before  the  Committee  on 
Armeqt  Services,  where  Admiral  Strauss 
and  Admiral  Radford  spoke  to  us  in 
terms  of  the  age  in  which  we  are  living, 
an  age  when  a  hydrogen  bomb  can  blast 
cities  such  as  Washington  completely  to 
pieces. 

So  we  are  trying  to  present  to  the 
Senate  and  to  the  American  people  a 
highway  bill  which  takes  cognizance  of 
the  age  in  which  we  are  living,  and 
which  will  provide  for  the  construction 
of  highways  that  will  facilitate  the  move¬ 
ment  of  large  volumes  of  traffic  into  and 
out  of  cities,  a  highway  system  which 
will  make  it  possible  to  transport  more 
military  goods  across  the  country  on  the 
interstate  system. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  pro¬ 
posing  to  do  that;  but  if  he  would  study 
the  situation  a  little  further,  he  might 
find  that  over  ranges  of  mountains  like 
the  Sierra  Nevadas  there  are  single 
roads  of  two  lanes  which  probably  would 
become  impassable  or  congested  for 


many  hours  after  a  bomb  threat  or  ac¬ 
tual  explosion  had  happened  in  San 
Francisco.  Therefore,  it  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  to  expend  more  money  on  the 
Federal-aid  system,  the  primary  inter¬ 
state  system,  as  on  any  other  part  of  the 
program.  I  think  I  have  some  idea  of 
the  new  age.  We  are  now  considering 
that  very  problem  in  the  committee  of 
which  I  am  a  member — chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  The  Secretary  of  State 
just  left  the  committee,  and  he  is  one 
of  the  most  prominent  men  in  the  world 
when  it  comes  to  a  discussion  of  the 
new  age. 

It  has  long  been  the  opinion  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Nevada  that  the 
taxpayers  of  this  Nation  have  been  taken 
for  a  ride  on  the  various  schemes  of 
worldwide  expenditure  of  money. 

Mr.  CASE.  May  I  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  to  the 
table  appearing  on  page  66  of  the 
hearings? 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  is  already  familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  where  his  prob¬ 
lem  is  answered,  because  it  shows  the 
cost  of  the  work  necessary  to  complete 
the  interstate  system. 

In  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  percentage 
of  cost  to  complete  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem  is  0.17  percent.  That  is,-  2  roads 
across  Nevada,  1  down  at  the  tip,  and 
the  other  across  the  wider  part  of 
Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  secondary  system 
is  not  shown. 

Mr.  CASE.  No.  We  are  discussing 
only  the  interstate  system,  so  far  as  the 
changed  formula  is  concerned.  Seventy- 
five  million  dollars  will  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  section  21.  The  State  of  Ne¬ 
vada  will  receive  1.31  percent  of  the 
amount  provided  in  the  $75  million. 

It  will  receive  0.75  percent  under  the 
other  $75  million. 

The  State  of  Nevada  will  get,  in  terms 
of  percentage  of  interstate  money,  about 
8  or  9  times  the  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  the  interstate  system  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  complete  the  interstate  system 
in  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  purpose  of  the 
Federal  highway  system  is  to  assist  all 
of  the  States  in  an  interstate  system  of 
highways.  We  are  not  talking  about 
Nevada  alone,  or  South  Dakota  or  Rhode 
Island  alone.  As  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  said,  new  emergencies 
may  arise  in  the  future.  Therefore,  I 
merely  called  attention  to  the  highway 
across  the  Sierra  Nevada  Mountains,  to 
show  that  a  State  such  as  Nevada,  and 
perhaps  even  California,  could  not  fur¬ 
nish  the  amount  of  money  which  would 
be  necessary  to  build  a  four-lane  high¬ 
way,  tunnel,  or  any  other  adequate 
transportation  necessary  to  get  the 
people  of  coast  areas  to  an  inland  State 
or  an  inland  area  whenever  the  emer¬ 
gency  happened  in  Sacramento  or  San 
Francisco  or  any  other  large  population 
center. 

During  the  first  session  of  the  83d 
Congress,  the  2  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  2  Senators  from  Nevada 


introduced  a  special  bill  to  provide  funds 
with  which  to  construct  a  4-lane  high¬ 
way  across  the  Sierra  Nevada  Mountains. 
That  is  only  one  project.  There  are, 
no  doubt,  hundreds  of  similar  projects 
in  the  United  States. 

The  formula  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways  is  working  very  well  and  in  about 
the  right  proportion.  There  are  160.000 
people  in  Nevada,  and  about  10  million 
in  California.  But  it  is  estimated  that 
if  a  bomb  hit  San  Francisco,  or  if  San 
Francisco  or  Los  Angeles  were  threat¬ 
ened,  the  population  of  Nevada,  provided 
the  roads  would  carry  the  people,  would 
be  increased  not  merely  by  a  few  thou¬ 
sand,  but  maybe  by  several  times,  in  a 
very  short  period.  So  the  roads  which 
are  needed  to  evacuate  the  people  from 
large  population  centers  are  not  simply 
roads  leading  from  the  cities,  but  to  their 
destination.  I  point  out  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  that  when  a  million 
people  leave  an  area,  they  are  going 
somewhere.  They  are  simply  not  mov¬ 
ing  into  the  suburbs. 

In  the  West,  where  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  also  lives — and  he  should 
know  something  about  these  conditions — • 
it  is  necessary  to  complete  a  road  to  the 
destination,  to  where  the  people  are 
going,  to  where  there  are  water  facilities 
and  sewage  facilities.  Most  of  Nevada 
and  eastern  California  is  a  dry  area. 
People  cannot  stop  just  anywhere.  It 
is  necessary  for  them  to  move  on  to 
places  where  they  can  live  normally  and 
where  food  is  available. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  please  speak 
a  little  louder,  so  that  other  Senators 
may  hear  his  part  of  the  discussion? 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Nevada  has  about  completed  what 
he  intended  to  say. 

I  still  do  not  understand  why  it  is 
necessary  to  change  the  formula  when 
there  is  little  change  in  the  overall  or 
complete  need. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  committee  wanted  to 
help  the  people  who  desired  to  go  into 
the  State  of  Nevada,  so  we  changed  the 
formula  in  another  direction.  We  pro¬ 
vided  matching.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
put  up,  in  a  State  which  now  matches 
on  a  50-50  basis,  about  40  cents  out  of  a 
dollar,  and  the  Federal  Government  will 
put  up  60  cents.  The  State  of  Nevada 
would  receive  a  better  deal.  Whereas 
other  States  would  put  up  50  cents  on  a 
dollar,  Nevada  would  put  up  only  a 
little  more  than  15  cents,  because  the 
Federal  Government,  because  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  lands  in  Nevada,  would  put  up  84.14 
cents  out  of  each  dollar.  That  applies 
also  to  the  60-40  provision.  We  have 
provided  that  on  the  interstate  system 
the  Federal  Government  will  put  up  60 
cents,  and  the  State  of  Nevada  will  put 
up  40  cents  out  of  the  dollar. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Instead  of  50  cents? 

Mr.  CASE.  Instead  of  50  cents. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  will  not  help  a 
thinly  populated  State  such  as  Nevada. 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes,  it  will  help  Nevada, 
because,  in  the  application  of  the  60-40 
ratio,  it  will  take  into  consideration  the 
public  lands.  So  on  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  the  State  of  Nevada  will  put  up 
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about  13  cents,  and  Uncle  Sam  will  put 
up  87  cents. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  is  another  pain 
to  the  Western  States,  because  of  the 
control  which  has  been  asserted  over 
public  lands  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  more  than  20  years.  Eighty- 
seven  percent  of  the  land  in  Nevada  is 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  and  we  in  Nevada  do  not 
like  that.  For  22  years  the  policy  has 
been  that  the  public  owns  these  lands  and 
is  entitled  to  the  income  from  them.  So 
the  Government  rents  the  lands  to  the 
stockmen  and  charges  all  the  traffic  will 
bear.  Then  the  Federal  Government 
distributes  the  money  to  the  entire  pub¬ 
lic  throughout  the  48  States. 

But  that  is  another  question  which 
may  be  debated  at  length  on  the  Senate 
floor  at  some  future  time.  However,  so 
long  as  the  Government  insists  on  hold¬ 
ing  those  lands,  and  no  method  has  been 
worked  out  and  approved  by  Congress 
to  put  those  lands  in  the  hands  of  the 
private  owners  and  taxpayers  in  family¬ 
sized  units,  then  why  object  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  that  a  State,  with  every  acre  of 
it  in  taxable  property,  except  Govern¬ 
ment  monuments  or  parks,  must  put  up 
50  percent?  Even  when  every  acre  is 
taxed,  they  get  50  percent  free  in  match¬ 
ing  funds,  and  they  only  match  the  addi¬ 
tional  50  percent. 

In  Nevada  and,  of  course,  in  other  pub¬ 
lic  land  States,  where  there  is  a  much 
lesser  amount  of  land  privately  owned, 
the  same  condition  prevails.  What  the 
bill  does  then,  when  we  finally  add  it  up, 
is  to  encroach  on  the  initial  formula 
and  set  a  precedent  for  penalizing  the 
States  where  the  Government  owns  the 
major  part  of  the  land. 

The  original  formula  compensated,  at 
least  in  part,  for  that  condition. 

Mr.  CASE.  This  might  be  a  good 
place  to  point  out,  also,  that  the  bill 
reported  by  the  Senate  committee  in¬ 
creases  the  funds  for  forest  highways, 
roads,  and  trails,  for  park  roads  and 
parkways,  for  Indian  roads,  and  public 
land  roads.  The  House  bill  would  con¬ 
tinue  such  authorizations  as  they  are  at 
present.  The  Senate  bill  increases  each 
of  those  by  from  10  to  15  percent,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  various  funds. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  think  that  is  a  very 
laudable  thing  to  do,  but  it  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  initial  formula  or  the  way 
in  which  it  has  been  changed. 

Mr.  CASE.  There  are  some  other  spe¬ 
cial  features  of  the  bill  to  which  I  de¬ 
sire  to  call  attention  very  briefly;  then 
I  shall  yield  the  floor.  One  feature  is 
with  respect  to  secondary  roads.  It  was 
the  feeling  of  many  persons  who  came 
before  the  committee  that  the  States 
should  be  afforded  greater  latitude  in 
the  application  of  their  secondary  high¬ 
way  money.  So  the  committee  adopted 
language  proposed  by  the  House,  with 
some  modifications.  It  appears  on  page 
3  of  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those 
sums  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects 
on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the 
plans,  design,  inspection,  and  construction 
of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiv¬ 
ing  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by 


the  State  highway  department  setting  forth 
that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for 
such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  of  the  respective  States 
applicable  to  projects  in  this  category  ap¬ 
proved  by  him  in  accordance  with  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  and  con¬ 
taining  satisfactory  assurances  that  such 
projects  will  be  maintained  in  accordance 
with  existing  law. 

The  general  movement,  which  has 
been  endorsed  by  highway  officials  in  a 
majority  of  the  States,  that  the  States 
should  have  a  greater  voice  in  secondary 
projects,  was  written  into  the  bill  in  the 
House.  But  in  the  Senate  committee 
we  have  added  language  to  make  it  clear 
that  the  objectives  of  the  project  shall 
be  substantially  those  set  forth  in  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950;  and 
further  there  is  set  forth  a  specific  re¬ 
quirement  that  those  certifications  shall 
include  a  statement  that  the  projects 
will  be  maintained  by  the  States. 

The  States  are  given  much  greater 
latitude  than  they  had  previously  in  the 
handling  of  secondary  highway  funds. 
I  think  it  is  the  feeling  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  that  the  bill  will  relieve 
them  of  some  of  their  responsibility,  and 
will  result  in  a  considerable  saving  of 
administrative  funds,  and  will  permit 
the  States  to  vary  the  designs  of  roads 
according  to  the  traffic  needs.  In  some 
States  secondary  roads  seem  to  have  the 
same  traffic  needs  as  primary  roads, 
but  in  other  States  the  traffic  on  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  varies  a  great  deal. 

There  is  another  provision  in  the  bill 
on  “Studies.”  It  proposes  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads,  or  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  through  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  shall  study  the  problem  of 
highway  financing,  including  that  of 
toll  roads. 

The  bill  also  requires  that  the  Bureau 
shall  engage  in  a  program  of  research 
designed  to  determine  which  materials 
will  improve  the  quality  of  roads  and 
the  number  of  roads  the  Government 
will  get  for  its  money.  The  research 
provision  is  a  broad  one.  It  is  one 
adapted  from  a  suggestion  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  in 
the  bill  which  he  introduced.  We  are 
hopeful  that  it  will  yield  real  benefit 
for  the  consideration  of  the  committee 
in  the  next  highway  act. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Will  not  the  research 
also  include  a  study  of  soil  conditions, 
and  materials  which  could  be  used  to 
best  advantage  in  the  various  States;  not 
only  materials  which  are  used  in  build¬ 
ing  roads,  but  consideration  of  the  soil 
conditions,  drainage,  and  factors  of  that 
kind,  which  have  to  do  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  permanent  highways? 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  true  that  the  pro¬ 
vision  with  regard  to  research  is  very 
broad,  and  that  it  includes  what  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has  so  well 
pointed  out. 

Another  provision  which  appears  in 
the  Senate  bill  and  not  in  the  House 
bill,  which  has  attracted  considerable 
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interest,  is  section  13,  which  appears  on 
page  12  of  the  bill  and  reads  as  follows: 

At  any  time  that  the  President  may  deter¬ 
mine  that  the  level  of  national  employment 
is  such  as  to  warrant  an  increase  in  the 
volume  of  highway  construction,  he  is 
hereby  authorized  to  advance  the  effective 
date  of  any  authorizations  in  this  act,  except 
the  authorization  in  sections  7  and  8,  to  a 
date  not  more  than  1  year  earlier  than  the 
dates  which  would  otherwise  become  effec¬ 
tive. 

Sections  7  and  8  refer  to  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  and  the  so-called 
Rama  Road. 

With  respect  to  authorizations  in  the 
bill  for  the  Federal  aid  systems  to  the 
States,  or  for  the  building  of  roads  on 
Federal  lands,  the  President,  by  this 
paragraph  in  the  bill,  would  be  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  the  authorization  date 
by  a  year.  In  other  words,  the  author¬ 
ization  for  1956  could  be  made  available 
following  July  1,  1954,  which  would  be¬ 
gin  the  fiscal  year  1955. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Does  that  not  bring 
into  effect  the  principle  which  a  great 
number  of  people  have  advocated  over 
the  years,  that  the  time  to  have  public 
works  is  when  there  is  unemployment 
and  a  lesser  amount  of  what  we  call 
private  business  than  in  the  ordinary 
years,  because  the  public  then  would  get 
more  to  show  for  its  dollars  than  in  the 
years  when  there  exists  large  employ¬ 
ment  and  large  business  enterprises? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  correct.  It  might  be  noted 
that  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
has  stated  that  in  a  public-works  pro¬ 
gram,  roads  should  come  first.  Roads 
would  extend  their  doorways  to  every 
portion  of  the  country  and  would  be  a 
constructive'  project  because  we  would 
have  something  to  show  for  the  money 
spent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  a  question.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  interstate  system  is  just  a  part  of  the 
primary  road  system? 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes,  I  suppose  it  could  be 
said  that  all  of  the  interstate  system  is 
part  of  the  primary  system,  but  the  pri¬ 
mary  system  is  larger  than  the  interstate 
system. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  When  funds  are  being 
discussed  for  interstate  roads,  why 
should  particular  attention  be  paid  to 
3  or  4  States,  instead  of  to  the  country 
as  a  whole? 

Mr.  CASE.  We  are  not  paying  atten¬ 
tion  to  only  3  or  4  States;  we  are  paying 
attention  to  the  problem  of  getting  the 
interstate  system  completed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  difference 
between  building  a  two-lane  road  in 
New  Mexico  and  one  in  Connecticut,  so 
far  as  costs  are  concerned.  There  is  no 
difference  between  building  a  four -lane 
road  in  Colorado  and  one  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  Is  it  not  correct  to  say  that  by 
the  proposed  legislation  we  would  be 
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asking  29  States  of  the  Union  to  sacri¬ 
fice  themselves,  so  far  as  their  revenues 
are  concerned,  in  order  to  please  11  or 
12  States? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  cannot  quite  accept  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
because  I  am  sure  an  examination  of  the 
source  of  the  revenues  would  hardly  jus¬ 
tify  the  statement  that  we  are  asking 
29  States  to  dig  up  for  the  other  States. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  the  formula 
proposed  will  more  nearly  return  reve¬ 
nues  to  the  States  of  origin  than  would 
be  the  case  under  the  old  formula. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  correct  to  say 
that  the  original  bill  introduced  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  con¬ 
tains  a  new  formula? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  correct.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  voted  with 
the  Senator  in  the  committee  because  he 
was  looking  at  the  situation  from  the 
standpoint  of  South  Dakota,  I  suppose. 
Having  increased  the  funds  for  secon¬ 
dary  and  primary  roads  to  the  extent 
we  did,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
thought  we  had  done  a  fair  job  for  the 
States  as  a  whole,  and  recognized  the 
proposal  of  the  interstate  system  as  a 
suggestion  of  a  system  of  national  high¬ 
ways,  and  so  he  was  constrained  to  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  reported  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

There  are  a  couple  of  other  special 
provisions  in  the  bill  upon  which  I  should 
like  to  comment.  One  is  the  cost  of 
relocation  of  utilities.  We  probably  had 
more  testimony  on  the  cost  of  utility 
relocation  than  on  any  other  new  sub¬ 
ject.  The  committee  received  many 
letters  and  statements,  a,nd  many  wit¬ 
nesses  appeared  before  the  committee  on 
the  subject.  We  also  had  many  tele¬ 
phone  calls,  because  telephone  com¬ 
panies  were  also  interested.  The  cost  of 
utility  relocation  is  particularly  burden¬ 
some  when  it  falls  upon  municipalities 
or  small  utility  companies  such  as  tele¬ 
phone,  gas,  electric,  and  water  com¬ 
panies.  But  the  problem  we  had  was 
that  we  were  being  asked  to  have  Uncle 
Sam  take  over  the  cost  of  the  utility 
relocations  in  States  where  the  State 
legislatures  themselves  refused  to  recog¬ 
nize  such  costs  as  fair  costs  of  such 
projects. 

In  that  connection,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Johnson]  made  a  suggestion. 

At  this  point,  let  me  say,  parentheti¬ 
cally,  that  I  regretted  I  was  called  to 
the  railroad  station  yesterday  afternoon, 
and  could  not  be  in  the  Chamber  to  join 
in  the  tributes  which  we  paid  to  his 
integrity,  his  very  fine  service,  and  his 
high  character,  and  to  have  expressed 
my  personal  regret  at  his  decision  to 
retire. 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  suggested  to  the 
bill  an  amendment  to  winch  the  com¬ 
mittee  gave  consideration.  That  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  the  utility  relocation  costs  out 
of  the  Federal  aid  funds,  up  to  5  percent. 
A  study  was  made  by  the  League  of  Mu¬ 
nicipalities — I  believe  that  was  the  name 


of  the  organization — which  determined 
that  the  average  cost  of  utility  reloca¬ 
tions  amounted  to  4.81  percent  of  the 
cost  of  projects — which  seems  very  high. 

I  suggested  to  the  committee,  as  a 
compromise,  that  we  recognize  one-half 
of  the  cost  of  such  relocations,  and  per¬ 
mit  up  to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  any  particular  project  to  be 
used  to  liquidate  that  cost.  But  we  en¬ 
countered  the  argument  that  it  seemed 
hardly  justifiable  for  the  United  States 
Government  to  pay  utility  relocation 
costs  in  States  where  the  State  legisla¬ 
tures  had  refused  to  recognize  those 
costs  as  part  of  the  fair  costs  of  the  proj¬ 
ects. 

Under  present  law,  if  a  State  recog¬ 
nizes  the  cost  of  relocating  a  gas  main, 
or  a  telephone  line,  or  any  other  public 
utility  as  a  fair  part  of  the  cost  of  such 
a  project,  then  it  is  submitted  to  the' 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads ;  and  the  Federal 
Government  pays  its  proportionate  share 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  project.  The 
committee  felt  that  in  view  of  that  fact, 
we  should  not  go  further  at  this  time. 

So  the  bill  contains  a  provision  re¬ 
quiring  that  a  study  be  made  of  that 
particular  subject  by  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads,  and  that  the  results  of  the 
study  be  submitted  to  the  committee  at 
the  earliest  possible  date,  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  connection  with  the  next  high¬ 
way  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado  rose. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

First,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  thank 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  for  the 
nice  things  he  has  said  about  me  person¬ 
ally  and  about  my  retirement.  I  wish 
to  say  to  him  that  my  decision  not  to 
seek  reelection  was  one  of  the  hardest 
decisions  I  have  ever  made,  and  the  hard¬ 
est  one  which  I  believe  I  shall  ever  be 
called  upon  to  make.  Of  course,  one 
never  knows  whether  he  will  be  reelected, 
but  I  decided  not  to  seek  reelection. 

Mr.  CASE.  Most  of  us  had  a  sus¬ 
picion  that  if  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
wished  to  be  reelected,  he  would  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  what  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  says. 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  considerable  can¬ 
dor  for  a  Republican. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  been 
very  kind  to  me.  I  recall,  too,  with  a 
great  deal  of  satisfaction  and  pleasure, 
that  in  the  closing  days  of  the  80th  Con¬ 
gress,  a  great  favor  was  done  to  me  and 
to  the  State  of  Colorado,  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  made  it  possible 
for  the  first  woman  superintendent  of 
the  Denver  Mint  to  occupy  that  office. 
She  rendered  very  capable  and  splendid 
service;  and  the  women  of  Colorado 
especially  appreciate  what  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  did  in  regard  to  that 
matter. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  discussed  the  amendment  I 
submitted  and  the  study  which  is  to  be 
made.  I  should  like  to  have  his  atten¬ 
tion  and  also  the  attention — as  I  know 
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I  shall — of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin],  who  is  in  charge  of 
the  bill. 

Section  10  of  Senate  bill  3184  directs 
that  a  study  be  made  of  the  problem  of 
reimbursing  from  Federal  funds  the 
costs  incurred  by  publicly  owned  and 
privately  owned  utilities  in  relocating 
their  facilities  in  order  to  accommodate 
Federal-aid  highways.  However,  on 
page  13  of  the  committee’s  report,  in 
paragraph  2,  the  following  statement  is 
made;  and  it  is  with  reference  to  that 
statement  that  I  am  anxious  to  have  the 
attention  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  : 

It  is  clear  that  such  inequities  as  may 
exist  are  due  to  relationships  between  the 
utilities  and  the  State  or  local  governments 
rather  than  relationships  with  the  Federal 
Government.  It  would  seem  neither  feasible 
nor  desirable  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
give  direction  to  those  local  relationships  by 
force  of  application  of  Federal  funds. 

I  understand  that  language  reflects 
the  views  expressed  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads,  in  opposition  to  the 
proposal  of  the  utility  owners  and  oper¬ 
ators.  If  the  language  I  have  just  read 
or  any  other  portion  of  the  report 
amounts  to  a  prejudgment  of  the  issues 
presented,  then  the  making  of  the  study, 
at  considerable  expense  in  time  and 
funds  to  the  governmental  agencies  and 
utilities,  would  appear  to  be  useless. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Let  me  suggest  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  that  if  the 
next  paragraph  of  the  report  is  read,  I 
think  it  may  answer  the  question  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CASE.  And  in  that  connection  I 
hope  the  Senator  from  Colorado  will 
read  the  last  sentence,  particularly,  of 
the  following  paragraph. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  have- 
read  it,  and  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied 
with  it.  I  do  not  know  that  I  completely 
understand  it  in  the  way  the  members 
of  the  committee  do. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  that  matter,  I  should  like  to 
read  into  the  Record  the  sentence  to 
which  attention  has  just  been  directed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  as  follows: 

The  committee  feels,  however,  that  It 
would  be  helpful  to  have  a  thorough  study 
and  analysis  of  all  factors  relating  to  this 
problem,  including  estimates  of  costs  and 
anlyses  of  existing  State  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions.  It  has  therefore  approved  language 
calling  for  such  a  study,  with  a  report  to  be 
made  to  the  President  for  transmittal  to 
Congress  not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

That  is  an  early  date. 

The  report  at  this  point  concludes 
with  the  following; 

It  is  expected  that  this  study  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  the  basis  of  impartial  facts  and 
objectivity. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  recall  any  per¬ 
sonal  expression  of  opinion  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  in  regard  to 
this  matter.  I  think  I  could  probably 
find  it. 
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In  any  event,  ■whatever  his  personal 
opinion  may  be,  let  me  say  cleaily  and 
definitely  for  the  record  what  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  says: 

It  is  expected  that  this  study  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  the  basis  of  impartial  facts  and 
objectivity.  • 

It  is  not  to  be  a  study  with  any  intent 
to  come  to  an  anticipated  conclusion; 
but  the  study  is  designed  to  develop  the 
facts,  in  order  to  find  out,  under  the 
various  State  laws,  what  the  costs  would 
be  if  the  Federal  Government  were  to 
take  some  direct  action  in  this  regard,  to 
ascertain  what  the  relationships  are,  to 
explore  the  subject,  and  to  make  a  re¬ 
port  not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  say  that,  because  if  a  fair  and 
impartial  study  of  the  problem  is  to  be 
made,  I  think  it  would  be  most  unfor¬ 
tunate  for  the  position  of  either  side  to 
the  controversy  to  be  prejudiced  or  en¬ 
couraged.  I  think  we  must  approach  the 
matter  with  a  completely  open  mind. 
That  is  what  I  was  worried  about  when 
I  read  into  the  Record  the  paragraph  to 
which  I  referred  a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
at  this  point,  so  that  I  may  make,  for 
the  Record,  a  statement  along  the  same 
line? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Of 
course. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Speaking  as  one  of 
the  minority  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  which  studied  this  matter,  I  wish 
to  assure  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  it  was  our  understanding 
that  the  study  would  be  objective  and 
impartial,  and  would  be  made  for  the 
purpose  of  informing  the  committee  of 
what  could  be  done.  So  far  as  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  is  concerned,  he 
was  rather  surprised  when  he  saw  the 
earlier  wording  which  has  been  read, 
and  which  appears  in  this  particular 
part  of  the  report,  but  he  assumes  that 
that  is  simply  the  expression  of  what 
the  committee  would  have  had  to  do  at 
this  stage  without  further  information 
about  the  situation  which  developed, 
which  was  this:  The  State  laws  were  so 
different,  and  the  study  we  had  made 
was  so  imperfect  that  there  was  no  clear 
road  open  at  that  stage,  and  we  were 
asking  for  a  complete  study  to  be  made, 
and  a  report  to  be  made  available,  in 
the  hope  that  there  would  be  a  clear 
road  open  by  which  we  could  bring  some 
relief  in  the  situation  which  is  disturb¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  And 
without  any  preconceived  conclusion  or 
prejudice  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  is  correct.  We  would  have  had 
to  act  adversely,  I  think,  if  we  had  acted 
on  the  basis  of  such  imperfect  informa¬ 
tion  as  we  had  at  the  time.  I  prefer 
to  consider  the  earlier  recitals  in  this 
particular  section  of  the  report  as  sim¬ 
ply  reflecting  that  fact.  I  think  the 


later  recitals,  in  which  we  ask  for  in¬ 
formation,  and  in  which  we  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  add  to  the  bill  a  provision  for  a 
study  and  report,  are  the  real  meat  of 
the  finding  of  the  committee.  We 
needed  light,  and  felt  that  this  was  the 
way  to  get  it.  If  such  light  should  show 
us  the  way  by  which  we  could  properly 
make  relief  available,  I  believe  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  not  hesitate  to  provide  it. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  appreciates  the  additional  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  One 
other  matter  which  disturbed  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  is  the  fact  that  in  his 
testimony  in  response  to  the  questions 
which  were  propounded  to  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads,  he  seemed  to  in¬ 
dicate  a  particular,  definite  conclusion 
with  respect  to  the  entire  subject.  I 
should  like  to  ask  Senators  if  they  would 
object  to  an  amendment  to  section  10  of 
Senate  bill  3184  which  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  rather  than  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  to  con¬ 
duct  the  study  proposed  in  section  9  of 
the  companion  House  bill.  Are  Sena¬ 
tors  wedded  to  the  idea  that  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  should  make 
the  proposed  study?  I  am  afraid  the 
Commissioner  is  prejudiced.  I  gain  that 
impression  from  what  he  said  before  the 
committee,  as  contained  in  the  record  of 
hearings. 

Mr.  CASE,  Frankly,  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  words  “Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads”  were  used  selectively  or 
not,  but  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
if  he  thinks  he  would  be  in  any  better 
position  if  the  study  were  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  than  if  it  were 
made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  think 
it  would  be  better  if  it  were  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  rather  than  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  be¬ 
cause,  in  my  opinion,  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads  is  in  many  instances  a 
party  to  the  controversies  which  are  in¬ 
volved.  Probably  it  is  to  be  expectd  that 
he  should  be  prejudiced.  He  lives  within 
a  small  empire.  The  building  of  roads  is 
a  small  empire,  and  he  is  a  party  to  it. 
I  should  like  to  see  the  study  made  by 
someone  who  is  not  so  intimately  in¬ 
volved  in  the  subject  to  be  studied  as  is 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads. 

Mr.  CASE.  Speaking  only  for  myself 
as  one  member  of  the  committee,  per¬ 
sonally  I  should  have  no  objection  to  the 
change.  However,  I  should  wish  to  con¬ 
sult  with  other  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  There  may  be  some  reason  for  hav¬ 
ing  the  study  made  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads.  Generally  speaking,  it 
may  be  said  that  there  has  been  con¬ 
siderable  freedom  in  using  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  interchangeably.  That 
practice  runs  through  Federal  highway 
legislation  over  a  period  of  years.  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  referred  to  in 
this  bill  because  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  is  in  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce.  At  one  time  the  Bureau  was  an 
independent  agency.  At  another  it  was 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  At 
one  time  it  was  a  part  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Do  I 
correctly  understand  that  there  would  be 
no  objection  to  an  amendment  to  section 
10  so  as  to  provide  for  the  study  to  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
rather  than  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads? 

Mr.  CASE.  So  far  as  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  personally  concerned, 
he  has  no  objection.  However,  before 
agreeing  to  an  amendment  of  that  sort 
I  should  like  to  confer  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  and  . 
the  ranking  members  on  the  minority 
side. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  Senator.  I  hope  he  will  confer  with 
the  chairman  and  the  other  members  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  CASE.  In  any  event,  whatever 
the  language  may  be,  let  it  be  clearly 
understood  that  what  we  want  is  an  im¬ 
partial  objective  study. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  That  is  a 
very  refreshing  statement.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Before  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  leaves  the  Chamber,  let 
me  say  to  him  that  I  concur  in  what  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  has  said  relative  to  the  proposed 
study.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  a  thorough,  impartial  study  be 
made  of  this  subject.  The  committee 
was  very  much  confused  by  some  of  the 
testimony  which  it  received.  It  makes 
no  difference  to  me  whether  the  study  is 
to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  or  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads. 

TRIBUTES  TO  SENATOR  JOHNSON  OF  COLORADO 

While  I  am  on  my  feet,  let  me  say 
that  I  did  not  have  the  privilege  of  being 
present  yesterday  afternoon  when  sev¬ 
eral  of  my  colleagues  spoke  relative  to 
the  services  of  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  senior  Senator  from  Colorado. 
I  wish  to  say  publicly  that  I  am  extremely 
sorry  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  seen  fit  to  remove  himself 
from  this  body.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota.  I  believe  that  if  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  were  to  be  a  can¬ 
didate  he  would  be  reelected.  I  have 
served  with  him  on  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  since  coming  to  the  Senate.  I 
appreciate  oUr  association  very  much. 
The  Senator  from  Colorado  has  helped 
me  on  numerous  occasions.  My  prayer 
is  that  he  and  his  fine  wife  may  enjoy 
many  more  years  of  health  and  happi¬ 
ness. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  for  his 
very  generous  and  warm-hearted  state¬ 
ment.  It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  for 
me  to  serve  with  him.  I  have  found 
him  to  be  one  of  the  great  patriots  of 
our  time. 
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Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield.  I  wish  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
StennisI,  but  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  wishes  further  to 
develop  the  theme  of  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
fine  work  of  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  has  been  praised  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin].  I  concur  in  his  statement. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  was  born 
13  miles  from  my  hometown.  He  is  truly 
a  Kansan.  We  have  watched  with  great 
pride  the  progress  he  has  made  in  the 
field  of  public  service  in  the  adjoining 
State  of  Colorado.  It  was  a  privilege  to 
work  with  him  during  my  service  in  the 
House,  which  goes  back  to  1935,  while 
he  was  in  the  Senate,  and  it  has  been, 
perhaps,  even  a  greater  privilege  to  be 
associated  with  him  in  the  Senate.  We 
in  Kansas  will  miss  his  fine  service  in 
the  Senate,  but  I  feel  that  he  and  his 
good  wife  are  entitled  to  a  very  well- 
deserved  rest,  after  he  has  served  his 
State  and  the  Nation  so  faithfully  and 
well. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  it  has  been  a  pleasure  to 
know  him  as  a  friend,  as  a  legislator,  and 
as  a  neighbor.  I  wish  for  him  and  his 
good  wife  the  very  best  that  life  can 
afford. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  for  the  very  kind  things  he  has 
said.  I  used  to  call  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  “my  Congressman,"  because  he 
represented  so  ably  the  district  in  Kansas 
of  which  I  am  a  native.  Our  homes 
were  not  too  far  apart,  although  I  lived 
in  my  home  much  earlier  than  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  lived  in  his  home. 
However,  I  referred  to  him  with  a  great 
deal  of  affection  and  pride  as  “my  Con¬ 
gressman."  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
what  he  has  said. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  join  with  my  colleagues  in  expressing 
to  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  our  sorrow  at  his  leaving  this 
great  body.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  that  the  Mountain  States 
of  the  West  will  regret  very  much  his 
leaving  the  Senate.  He  has  been  a  great 
force  in  the  development  of  the  West  for 
a  long  period  of  time. 

I  first  became  acquainted  with  him 
when  he  was  Lieutenant  Governor  of 
Colorado,  and  I  knew  him  later  also 
when  he  was  the  Governor  of  the  State. 
Of  course,  I  have  known  him  since  he 
has  been  a  Member  of  this  body.  He 
has  cooperated  on  every  occasion  in  the 
enactment  of  legislation  that  would 
enhance  the  development  of  our  great 
West. 

We  are  truly  sorry  that  he  is  leaving 
the  service  of  his  country  in  the  capacity 
of  a  Senator,  but  we  hope  that  in  the 
years  that  lie  ahead  he  will  enjoy  living 
out  in  God’s  country. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  yield? 


Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  for  his  very 
generous  remarks.  I  was  a  resident  of 
the  State  of  Wyoming  for  a  few  years  a 
long  time  ago — I  presume  before  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  was  born - 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much  for  the  compliment. 

Mi’.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  enjoyed 
living  in  Wyoming.  Colorado  and  Wyo¬ 
ming  are  very  close  together.  The  people 
of  the  two  States  mingle  very  closely.  I 
have  enjoyed  serving  with  the  junior 
Senator  from  Wyoming  in  the  Senate.  I 
watched  his  career  when  he  was  in  the 
House,  and  I  have  attended  hearings  he 
has  held  at  Grand  Junction  and  at  other 
places  in  Colorado  on  Forest  Service  bills. 
I  regard  him  as  one  of  my  favorite  people, 
and  I  thank  him  for  what  he  has  said 
about  me. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  I  was  not  in  the  Chamber  yes¬ 
terday  when  so  many  tributes  were  paid 
to  our  distinguished  friend  and  colleague 
from  Colorado.  I  wish  to  associate  my¬ 
self  with  the  remarks  previously  made 
about  the  long  and  distinguished  career 
of  Senator  Johnson. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  serving  for  4 
years  on  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic 
Energy  with  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 
I  know  of  his  tremendous  contributions 
to  that  all-important  work. 

I  also  had  the  privilege  of  working  with 
Senator  Johnson,  during  the  time  that  I 
served  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
in  connection  with  many  of  the  great 
power  and  reclamation  projects  in  the 
West. 

We  who  come  from  the  West  and  from 
the  Far  West  will  miss  his  invaluable 
counsel.  I  do  not  know  of  anyone  who 
has  made  a  greater  contribution  to  the 
cause  of  the  West  than  has  Senator 
Johnson  of  Colorado. 

His  typical  western  independence  has 
lent  great  strength  to  this  all-important 
legislative  body. 

I  wish  to  join  with  my  many  col¬ 
leagues  in  wishing  Senator  Johnson  and 
his  good  wife  all  of  the  best  as  they  re¬ 
turn  to  the  great  State  of  Colorado. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  I,  too, 
wish  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in  ex¬ 
pressing  my  regrets  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  and  honored  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  sees  fit  to  seek  retirement. 

As  a  new  Member  of  the  Senate  it  has 
been  my  good  fortune  to  serve  with  him 
on  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce,  a  committee  which  has 
great  responsibility  and  great  authority 
in  recommending  legislation  concerning 
the  regulatory  agencies  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  know  of  no  man  in  or  out  of 
Congress  who  has  a  better  knowledge  of 
and  a  keener  interest  in  this  large  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  Government.  I  have  called 
upon  the  distinguished  and  honored 
Senator  many  times  for  advice.  His 
counsel  has  been  widely  sought,  and  he 
is  a  man  whom  we  all  hold  in  high 
esteem. 


I  sincerely  hope  that  Mrs.  Johnson  and 
the  Senator  will  enjoy  many  years  of 
happiness  and  health. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  that  we  in  New  Mexico  know 
Senator  Johnson  about  as  well  as  any 
neighbor  could  know  him.  Not  only  do 
we  know  him  well,  but  we  know  him  in 
good  faith.  We  have  followed  his  politi¬ 
cal  career  for  many  years. 

I  am  glad  in  a  way  that  he  is  retiring. 
He  and  his  wonderful  wife  are  entitled 
to  the  good  things  of  life,  and  I  know  he 
will  appreciate  being  a  free  man  again. 

I  have  only  one  regret,  Mr.  President. 
I  have  so  many  Republican  relatives  in 
Colorado  who  have  voted  for  him  as  a 
Democrat  that  I  do  not  know  how  they 
will  vote  in  the  future. 

I  wish  the  Senator  all  the  best. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  wish 
to  express  my  very  warm  appreciation  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jacksoh,]  ,  and  to  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Potter],  and  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  their 
very  generous  and  kind  remarks. 

THE  HIGHWAY  BIU, 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  was  called  to 
the  telephone  a  short  time  ago  and  did 
not  hear  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
speak  with  reference  to  the  utility  sur¬ 
vey.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  it  is  my 
recollection  that  we'  did  not  have  suffi¬ 
cient  facts  before  us  in  the  committee — 
and  I  believe  that  view  was  shared  by  the 
whole  membership  of  the  committee — 
on  which  to  base  any  judgment  in  which 
from  a  factual  standpoint  we  could  feel 
secure.  Was  that  the  Senator’s  position 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  point  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  makes  was  the  view  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  committee.  We  felt  we 
did  not  have  sufficient  facts  to  enable 
us  to  take  affirmative  action,  and,  there¬ 
fore,  we  wanted  a  study  made.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  was  concerned 
lest  some  language  in  one  of  the  para¬ 
graphs  of  the  report  prejudged  the 
study.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  that  we  should 
have  the  kind  of  study  made  which  is 
referred  to  in  the  final  sentence  of  that 
section  of  the  report  dealing  with  utility 
relocations : 

It  is  expected  that  this  study  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  the  basis  of  impartial  facts  and 
objectivity. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  have  read  that  part 
of  the  report,  and  I  believe  the  conclud¬ 
ing  sentence  in  that  section  makes  it 
clear  that  what  we  wanted  and  what  we 
expected  was  a  factual  study  and  a  fac¬ 
tual  report,  because  that  is  what  we  need 
on  which  to  base  action.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator’s  statement. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
only  one  additional  section,  section  17, 
which  appears  at  page  13  of  the  bill. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  ap¬ 
pear  in  my  remarks  at  this  point. 
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There  being  no  objection,  section  17 
of  the  bill  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Sec.  17.  (a)  Highway  construction  work 
performed  in  pursuance  of  agreements  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any 
State  highway  department  which  requires 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
which  is  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
funds  authorized  under  this  or  succeeding 
acts,  shall  be  performed  by  contract 
awarded  by  competitive  bidding  under  such 
procedures  as  may  by  regulations  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  un¬ 
less  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  affirm¬ 
atively  find  that,  under  the  circumstances 
relating  to  a  given  project,  some  other 
method  is  in  the  public  interest.  All  such 
findings  shall  be  reported  promptly  in  writ¬ 
ing  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  ,  .  .. 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  contract  for 
such  highway  construction  work  is  required, 
the  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  such  approval  a  sworn  state¬ 
ment  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  per¬ 
son,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  to 
whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded,  certi¬ 
fying  that  such  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation  has  not,  either  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly,  entered  into  any  agreement,  partici¬ 
pated  in'  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken 
any  action  in  restraint  of  free  competitive 
bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  merely  wish  to  point  out 
that  this  is  a  new  section  in  Federal  high¬ 
way  legislation.  Very  briefly,  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  any  contracts  awarded  to  ac¬ 
complish  projects  authorized  by  this  or 
any  succeeding  acts  shall  be  awarded  on 
a  competitive  bidding  basis,  under  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  may  prescribe. 

It  specifically  provides  that  when  a 
contract  is  awarded  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  require,  “as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  approval  of  a  contract, 
a  sworn  statement,  executed  by”  the 
appropriate  person  in  behalf  of  the  con¬ 
tractor,  “certifying  that  such  person, 
firm,  association,  or  corporation  has  not, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  entered  into 
any  agreement,  participated  in  any  col¬ 
lusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any  action  in 
restraint  of  free  competitive  bidding  in 
connection  with  such  contract.” 

Mr.  President,  in  point  of  dollars,  this 
is  the  largest  of  the  Federal  aid  bills 
which  have  been  presented  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  The  committtee  felt  it  was  only 
proper  that  competitive  bidding  should 
be  required  in  order  to  obtain  the  maxi¬ 
mum  number  of  roads  in  quality  and 
quantity  for  the  dollars  spent.  There¬ 
fore,  Mr.  President,  that  provision  was 
included  in  section  17,  and  it  is  com¬ 
mended  to  the  Senate. 

In  conclusion,  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  the  bill  was  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  a  wholehearted  endorse¬ 
ment,  for  we  believe  that  the  dollars 
spent  under  this  bill  are  an  investment 
in  America  which  will  yield  both  private 
and  public  income  for  all  time  to  come. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  it 
should  be  apparent  that  the  continuing 
deterioration  of  the  Nation’s  highways 
constitutes  an  acute  problem  which  must 
be  met  as  early  as  possible.  The  break¬ 
down  of  the  highway  systems  is  a  threat 
to  the  economy  of  the  Nation  which  is 


recognized  by  all  authorities  on  the  sub¬ 
ject.  This  measure  more  nearly  approx¬ 
imates  the  need  for  funds  which  were 
previously  used  to  meet  the  burdens  of 
defense  expenditures.  The  use  of  a 
greater  share  of  the  revenues  raised  from 
taxes  on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  motor 
oil  for  Federal  aid  to  highways  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  urging  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  for  a  return  to  a  constructive 
program  in  a  peace  with  prosperity  ap¬ 
proach.  It  has  been  my  belief  for  some 
time  that  we  should  get  on  with  this 
type  of  work  which  is  neither  wasteful 
nor  synthetic,  in  solving  as  it  does  prob¬ 
lems  which  become  most  costly  as  the 
deterioration  progresses  further. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  committee  recog¬ 
nized  the  need  for  a  greater  share  of 
these  tax  funds  for  transfer  to  the  States 
in  bringing  the  means  for  meeting  the 
financial  burdens  of  road  building  to 
those  State  highway  officials  who  live 
, closely  with  the  requirements  of  their 
local  economies.  In  my  State  there  is  a 
dread  of  the  effect  of  procrastination  on 
this  legislation  because  delay  threatens 
our  industry,  its  workingmen,  the  farm¬ 
ers  and  all  others  in  the  State  who  are  in 
one  way  or  another  annoyed  by  slug¬ 
gishness  in  the  treatment  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  informed  by  the  president 
and  the  executive  committee  of  the 
American  Automobile  Association  that 
only  24  percent  of  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways  meets  standards 
of  sufficiency.  This  note  of  alarm  comes 
from  an  association  with  a  membership 
of  4,250,000  motorists.  Motoring  in  this 
country  is  not  a  matter  of  luxury  today. 
It  is  a  vital  link  with  the  conduct  of 
everyday  business.  The  further  break¬ 
down  of  the  system  of  roads  spells 
jeopardy  to  our  economy. 

Mr.  President,  from  reliable  witnesses 
who  testified  before  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  there  has  been  adduced  the 
interesting  fact  that  63.8  percent  of  the 
mileage  on  the  Federal-aid  systems  is  in 
need  of  improvement,  and  that  an  ever- 
increasing  gap  exists  between  the 
maintenance  and  use  of  the  highways. 
This  figure  is  shocking,  and  there  is  a 
strong  indication  that  it  is  climbing  to  a 
total  that  spells  disaster.  This  percent¬ 
age  figure  was  the  result  of  a  survey  last 
year.  It  is  evident  that  delay  has  been 
costly  to  the  point  of  extravagance. 

Two  years  ago,  repairs  to  this  63.8  per¬ 
centage  of  the  Federal-aid  systems  which 
had  become  impaired  would  have  cost 
$32  billion.  It  is  now  estimated  that 
the  same  work  will  cost  $3  billion  in 
excess  of  that  figure.  What  price  delay? 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  will  not  have 
discharged  our  duty  to  the  public  unless 
we  at  least  create  a  status  of  sufficiency 
for  the  users  of  our  highways  as  soon  .as 
practicable. 

For  many  years  there  was  some  justi¬ 
fication  for  neglect  of  this  dangerous  sit¬ 
uation.  The  economy  of  a  war  period 
did  not  permit  attention  to  be  focused 
on  this  enormous  lag  in  work  which  must 
be  done  to  maintain  our  basic  needs  over 
a  long  period.  This  reason  for  neglect¬ 
ing  this  work  no  longer  exists.  This  bill 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  and,  in  my 
opinion,  is  the  most  important  and 
worthwhile  legislation  to  come  before  us 


in  years.  I  implore  the  aid  of  all  my 
colleagues  to  the  end  that  the  matter 
be  disposed  of  and  the  necessary  com¬ 
mitments  be  made. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  present  time,  the 
Federal  tax  on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and 
motor  oil  raises  roughly  $1  billion.  This 
bill  does  not  envision  the  earmarking 
of  taxes  from  this  source  but  authorizes 
an  appropriation  of  $910  million  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  to  highways.  The  declining  level 
of  defense  expenditures  most  certainly 
justifies  emphasis  at  this  time  on  spend¬ 
ing  for  vital  construction  which  takes 
the  place  of  spending  for  purely  military 
needs.  The  public  is  aware  of  its  urgency 
and  the  penalties  that  would  be  suffered 
by  postponement  of  its  objectives. 


.  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Uheiig 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
cleitfts,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed,  without  amendment,  the  follow¬ 
ing  Bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  208.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sister  Con- 
stantiii  (Teresia  Kakonyi); 

S.  53!A  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giulio  Squil- 
lari.  Miss.  Maggiorina  Barbero  Squillari, 
Rosanna \Squillari,  and  Eugenio  Squillari; 

S.  939.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Njdeh  Hov-/ 
hanissian  Aslanian; 

S.  1208.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Andrew 
Sumner; 

S.  1209. 

Khoo; 

S.  1231.  An  \act  for  the  relief  of 
Gerich  and  Willy  Gerich,  his  minor 

S.  1691.  An  act  to  authorize  Potoma<j 
trie  Power  Co.  to  construct,  maintail 
operate  in  the  District  of  Columbia/and  to 
cross  Kenilworth  VAvenue  NE.,  in  sfeid  Dis¬ 
trict,  with,  certain  railroad  track^'  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1937.  An  act  forjthe  relief  of  Bev.  Francis 
T.  Dwyer  and  Rev.  Troomas  Morrissey; 

S.  2499.  An  act  for\the  relief' of  Hua  Lin 
and  his  wife,  Lillian  \jhing-Wfen  Lin  (nee 
Hu) ;  and 

S.  2534.  An  act  for  th^  reliyf  of  Dora  Vida 
Lyew  Seixas. 

The  message  also  an&tfunced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  (S.  Con.  Res.  61)  savoring  the  sus¬ 
pension  of  deportation' ofVertain  aliens. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  wie  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  tne  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  t)»  the  joint 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  238)  granting  the 
status  of  permanent  residence  to  certain 
aliens. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGI 

The  messaie  also  announced  thkt  the 
Speaker  had'  affixed  his  signature  ud  the 
enrolled  bill  (H.  R.  5529)  to  pr^.Vrve 
within  Manassas  National  Battlefield 
Park,  Va./  the  most  important  historic 
properties  relating  to  the  battles  pf 
Manassas,  and  for  other  purposes. 


the 


THE  WAR  IN  INDOCHINA 
M vf.  KENNEDY  obtained  the  floor, 
r.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  yield? 
ir.  KENNEDY.  I  yield. 
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9.  FARE  LOAFS  $  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Rep.  Filler,  Kans . ,  spoke  in  favor  of  hi6  bill,. 

H.  R.  8602,  providing  for  Federal  guarantee  of  loans  made  by  private  institutions 
to  farmers\to  carry  out  approved  soil  conservation  practices;  arty  he  and  Rep* 
Poage  criticized  flexible  price  supports  (pp*  4566-8), 


10.  SOCIAL  SECURITY-  Rep,  Secrest  spoke  .in  -favor  of  extending  .s.p6ial  security 
benefits  to  farmers  (pp.  4568-9}.- 


with  ame  ndment  H .  R  * 


11.  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reports 

7477,  to  authorize  collection  of  indebtedness  of  military,  and  civilian  person¬ 
nel  resulting  from  erroneous  payments  (K.  Rept.  1507Ap,  4572). 


12.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  submitted -a  report  on 
.  U.  S.  international  operations  (H.  Rept.  1505) (p/  4572) . 


V 


13.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  Rep.  Patman  criticized  the  Administration’s  hard  money 
policy  arid  discussed  a  book  to  be  issued  Apr4  9,  "The  Hard  Money  Crusade"  (pp* 


'4569-71). 


\ 


\ 


\ 


BILLS-.  INTRODUCED 


14*  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  8 746,  by  Rep.  Forarid£  to  provide  for  exchange  of  employees  of  ^ 
this  Department  with  those  of  State /political  subdivisions  or  educational 
institutions;  to  Agriculture  Committee \(p.  4572). 

15.  FARM.  LOANS.  H.  R.  8748,  by  Ren ,/h ope ,  "to'-amend  the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  July  14./1953,  to  improve  the  program  of  emergency 
loans...";  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  4572).* 


16.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  H*  R*  875G,  by  Rep.  Berry,  to  I^rriit  the  reduction  in  dairy 
price  supports;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  45 r 
-  H.  R.  8751,  by  Rep.  Bow,  to  provide  that  fe ecK grains  acquired  through 
price-support  operations  shall  be  sold  to  dairy  farmers  at  prices  equivalent 
to  the  percentage  of/parity  at  which  dairy  products  are  being  supported;  to 
Agriculture  Commrt#ee(p,  4572).  Remarks  of  author  (p.\4557)* 


(9 


17.  VEHICLES.  H.  R./8753,  by  Rep.  Jonas,  N.  C.,  to  authorize '^SA  to  operate  motor 
vehicle  pools  And  to  provide  office  furniture  and  furnishings  when  agencies  are 
moved,  to  direct  GSA  to  report  unauthorized  use  of  Government  automobiles,  and 
to  authorize  Civil  Service  Commission  to  regulate  operators  of. Government 
vehicles;  to  Government  Operations  Committee  (p.  4572), 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


18,  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Saylor  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Budget  Bureau  raising 
questions  on  the  upper  Colorado  River  storage  project  (pp.  A2665-6), 


19,  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  Johnson,  R'is.,  inserted  Rep.  Y, bitten’ s  recent  speec\  on 
some  problems  of  the  daily  farmers  (pp.  A2682-3). 


) 


20.  LIVESTOCK.  Rep,  Dolliver  inserted  an  lavra.'  Development  Bulletin,  "Iowa  Foremot 
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V'l  wish  to  inform  you  that  in  agreement 
wifth  Mr.  David  Owen  I  have  entrusted  Mr. 
LouN  Dolivet,  Consultant  of  the  Department 
of  Sohial  Affairs,  with  the  task  of  preparing 
and  drafting  a  handbook  containing  in¬ 
formation  on  nongovernmental  organiza¬ 
tions  haSnng  some  form  of  consultative 
status  witmthe  Economic  and  Social  Council. 

‘‘Mr.  DolivW;  will  be  in  touch  with  you  for 
the  gatheringW  the  necessary  material  and 
will  also  arrange,  in  consultation  with  the 
Department  of  Jhiblic  Information,  for  the 
publication  and  \irculation  of  this  hand¬ 
book.  He  will  call\n  your  assistance  when¬ 
ever  required.” 

Not  knowing  that  Dolivet  was  an  agent  of 
the  Comintern,  Dr.  white  complied  with 
this  directive  without,  protest.  But  6 
months  later  he  felt  conupelled  to  send  a 
cable  to  Paris  to  his  superior  officer,  Mr. 
Gilbert  Yates,  complaining  about  irrelevan- 
cies,  important  omissions,  ancAJack  of  scien¬ 
tific  approach  in  Dolivet’s  \ntroductory 
chapters  for  the  handbook. 

In  answer,  Mr.  Yates  cabled  on  ^October  9, 
1948,  that  Dolivet  would  devote  toe  major 
part  of  his  time  to  preparation  of  thkhand- 
book,  and  that  the  section  in  whi^  Dr. 
White  was  employed  should  give  [Doltyet] 
all  assistance,  including  access  papers\as 
member  Secretariat. 

Still  ignorant  of  Dolivet’s  real  role  (ifc 
was  not  publicly  disclosed  until  the  follow- 1 
ing  summer).  Dr.  White  replied  to  Yates: 
“Will  cooperate  fully.” 

But  soon  the  differences  of  opinion  be¬ 
tween  Dolivet  and  Dr. 'White  grew  acute. 

Dr.  White  testified  before  ifiie  Jfaileunal 
that  Dolivet  warned  him:  “K  y*ir^iji|jclze 
my  work  to  others  I’ll  make  plenty  of  tiTuble 
for  you,  and  don’t  you  think  I  can’t  do  it.” 

On  November  30,  1948,  Mr.  Yates  sent  a 
handwritten  letter  to  Dr.  White  stating  in 
part: 

“Again,  I  could  not  honestly  say  your 
'official’  judgment  is  a  strong  point  *  *  * 
your  appreciation  of  the  bearing  of  inter¬ 
national  political  trends  on  our  work  is  not 
good;  you  may  have  a  natural  and  easily  un¬ 
derstandable  aversion  to  the  ‘political’  as¬ 
pect  of  matters,  but  in  the  U.  N.  as  it  has  to 
work  it  is  often  necessary  to  have  a  greater 
appreciation  of  these  questions  in  order  to 
be  able  to  know  what  is  the  really  correct 
line.” 

Yates  added  that  others  of  Dr.  White’s 
senior  officers  shared  this  opinion  concern¬ 
ing  his  Judgment,  and  Yates  suggested  that 
perhaps  Dr.  White  might  find  himself  better 
suited  to  a  post  elsewhere  than  in  the  U.  N. 
Secretariat. 

Dr.  White  continued  his  criticisms  of  Doli-/ 
vet’s  work. 

Careful  study  of  the  documents  in  pr. 
White’s  case  leads  a  researcher  to  question 
seriously  the  reliability  of  his  supericnr  offi¬ 
cers’  judgment.  They  hired  and  hacked 
“Comintern  agent”  Dolivet.  One  of/them,  a 
Mr.  Charles  Hogan,  bore  executive  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  issuance  of  a  prffes  release  7 
which  caused  a  scandal  at  the  y.  N.  because 
it  unduly  favored  the  Communist-dominated 
World  Federation  of  Trade  Unions.  More  im¬ 
portant  still.  Dr.  White’s  top  boss  was  Mr. 
David  Owen,  in  whose  Department  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Affairs — according  to  charts  in  the 
Senate  Internal’  Secuniy  Subcommittee  re¬ 
port  of  January  2,  1953 — there  was  the  great¬ 
est  concentration  of/fifth-amendment  United 
States  nationals. 

After  the  Dolivfct  episode  and  other  inci¬ 
dents  involving /white's  strong  aversion  to  the 
Red  line,  his  position  at  the  U.  N.  grew  less 
and  less  secure.  Eventually  the  Walters  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  termination  of  his  em¬ 
ployment/on  expiration  of  his  fixed-term 
contracy  and  Dr.  White  appealed  first  to  a 
Joint  appeals  board  and  then  to  the  admin¬ 


istrative  tribunal.  The  tribunal  found  that 
the  allegations  presented  by  Dr.  White’s  coun¬ 
sel  concerning  hidden  political  motives  of 
some  of  his  superior  officers  were  unsubstan¬ 
tiated,  and  noted  that  he  had  received  on 
dismissal  an  act  of  grace  payment  of  5 
iponths’  salary. 

In  considering  the  tribunal’s  decision, 
Americans  might  take  into  account  the  fact 
that  when  charges  amounting  to  serious  mis¬ 
conduct  were  brought  against  the  U.  N. 
Red  11  the  Secretary  General  leaned  over 
backwards  to  accord  them  due  process;  he 
consulted  a  special  commission  of  jurists 
who  recommended  their  dismissal.  Despite 
this  the  tribunal  awarded  the  11  (including 
the  holder  of  only  a  temporary-indefinite 
contract)  reinstatement  and/or  indemnifi¬ 
cation  and  damages.  But  when  loyal  Dr. 
White  was  dismissed  without  a  single  charge 
of  misconduct,  the  tribunal  awarded  him 
nothing. 

Dr.  White’s  legal  counsel,  a  former  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  American  Foreign  Law  Associa¬ 
tion,  has  stated  his  belief  that  White’s  term¬ 
ination  was  the  result  of  hidden  political 
motives  on  the  part  of  some  of  his  superiors. 
Counsel  also  wrote:  “Mr.  White’s  superiors 
in  the  United  Nations  Secretariat,  practi¬ 
cally  without  exception  or  limitation,  af- j 
firmed  the  high  quality  and  standing  of  hi 
work  throughout  his  service  in  the  Secre¬ 
tariat.” 

The  leaders  of  20  outstanding  nongo/ern- 
;ntal  organizations  with  consultative 
status  at  the  United  Nations  sent  a  letter  to 
the 'Honorable  Byed  Amjad  Ali,  then  presi- 
dent^f  the  Economic  and  Sochfl  Council, 
expressing  their  confidence  in  /Dr.  White’s 
“integrity,  competence  and  spjnt  of  service” 
and  alsoNtheir  belief  that  % 10  one  in  the 
SecretariaKmore  than  he  has  helped  to  in¬ 
terpret  the  Significance  of/Charter  provisions 
for  the  recognition  of  nongovernmental  or¬ 
ganizations  asV  meanyof  giving  the  volun- 
tarily-organizedNpubljc  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  wprjf  of  the  Economic  and 
Social  Council.” 

Thus,  it  seems/6  iVview  the  facts  in  the 
case  of  Dr.  White  should  lead  Americans  to 
inquire :  “WtvOse  human  rights  does  the 
United  Natigns  AdminiN-ation  wish  to  pro¬ 
tect?” 

On  January  1,  1954,  Secretary  General  Dag 
HammacOkjold  issued  a  ne\  year  message 
that  concluded : 

"Our  work  for  peace  must  \egin  within 
the /private  world  of  each  oneNof  us.  To 
build  for  man  a  world  without  feak  we  must 
without  fear.  To  build  a  world  N  justice, 
re  must  be  just.” 

Yes,  indeed. 
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PROPOSED  SALARY  INCREASE 
JUDICIAL  AND  LEGISLATIVl 
BRANCHES 
Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  received  a  letter  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  American  Bar  Association, 
informing  me  of  the  text  of  a  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  by  the  House  of  Delegates 
of  the  American  Bar  Association  at  its 
recent  meeting  in  Atlanta,  Ga.  The 
resolution  approves  the  salary  increases 
in  the  judicial  and  legislative  branches 
of  the  Federal  Government,  as  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  report  of  the  Commission 
on  Judicial  and  Congressional  Salaries, 
and  as  incorporated  in  amendments 
which  I  offered  for  printing  last  Janu¬ 
ary,  and  which  I  intend  to  propose  to 
my  bill  S.  1663,  now  pending  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Calendar,  whenever  that  bill  may  be 
called  up  for  consideration  in  the  Senate. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  the  majority  leader 


some  time  ago  informed  leaders  of/the 
bench  and  the  bar  that  it  was  his  inten¬ 
tion  to  call  up  this  proposed  legislation 
during  the  first  week  in  April.  A.  should 
like  to  ask  the  able  majority/leader  if 
he  can  tell  us  now  when  this/oill  will  be 
brought  before  the  Senatp' for  consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  say  to  the  Senatoiyirom  Nevada  that 
the  bill  has  not  yet /been  scheduled  by 
the  majority  policy/committee  for  con¬ 
sideration.  I  beljeve  the  Senator  will 
agree  with  me  £nat  there  is  some  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  of  higher  priority  which 
needs  to  be  considered.  However,  I  shall 
keep  the  Senator  and  the  Senate  advised 
of  the  developments. 

Mr.  ^cCARRAN.  I  do  not  know 
whethe/I  agree  with  the  majority  leader 
that  there  is  any  proposed  legislation  of 
higher  priority,  but  I  should  like  to  ob¬ 
tain  consideration  for  the  bill. 

/Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  glad  to  have 
the  distinguished  Senator’s  views,  and 
will  keep  them  in  mind. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  the  letter  to  which  I  have 
referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

American  Bar  Association, 
Chicago,  111.,  March  31,  1954. 
Hon.  Pat  McCarran, 

Chairman,  Standing  Subcommittee  on 
Improvements  in  Judicial  Machin¬ 
ery,  United  States  Senate,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarran:  At  the  recent 
meeting  of  the  House  of  Delegates  of  the 
American  Bar  Association,  the  following  res¬ 
olution  was  adopted  upon  recommendation 
of  the  Standing  Committee  on  Judicial  Se¬ 
lection,  Tenure  and  Compensation: 

“Resolved,  That  the  American  Bar  Associ¬ 
ation  approves  the  salary  increases  in  the 
judicial  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  as  recommended  In  the 
report  of  the  Commission  on  Judicial  and 
Congressional  Salaries,  dated  January  15, 
1954,  and  as  incorporated  in  amendments  to 
S.  1663,  offered  January  18,  1954,  by  Senator 
McCarran,  of  Nevada,  and  in  H.  R.  7510,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Congressman  Chauncey  W. 
Reed,  of  Illinois.” 

This  is  being  sent  for  your  information  and 
Whatever  action  may  be  appropriate. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  D.  Stecher,  Secretary. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended,  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Is  not  the  pending 
question  the  so-called  Chavez  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 
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Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Is  it  correct  that 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered 
on  the  Chavez  amendment? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  whether  any  Senators  desire  to 
speak  in  support  of  the  Chavez  amend¬ 
ment  or  not. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden]  expects  to  speak  in  opposition 
to  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  brief  statement. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  could  not  be 
recognized  so  that  he  may  proceed  at 
this  time.  He  is  compelled  to  leave  the 
Chamber  shortly. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
confess  that  I  have  had  much  difficulty 
in  making  up  my  mind  as  to  how  to  vote 
on  the  Chavez  amendment.  It  has  not 
been  easy  to  decide  what  is  the  right 
way  to  do. 

I  have  before  me  a  memorial  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ari¬ 
zona  under  date  of  March  1,  1954,  which 
concludes  with  the  following  resolution: 

1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
retain  the  formula  set  forth  under  section 
21  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952. 
and  that  said  present  formula  be  applied  to 
all  similar  legislation  which  may  be  enacted 
and  all  appropriations  which  may  be  author¬ 
ized  for  Federal  aid  to  highways,  and  spe¬ 
cifically  that  it  be  applied  to  future  inter¬ 
state  allocations. 

It  is  stated  in  the  preamble: 

In  order  to  cite  a  comparison  which  will 
highlight  and  emphasize  the  glaring  in¬ 
equity  of  the  1954  proposal — • 

The  1954  proposal  referred  to  in  the 
memorial  is  that  a  larger  amount  of 
money  be  applied  to  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  according  to  population.  That  is 
not  what  the  pending  bill  provides.  The 
bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  provides 
that  only  one-half  the  amount  author¬ 
ized  for  the  interstate  highway  system 
shall  be  apportioned  according  to  popu¬ 
lation — 

attention  is  directed  to  the  State  of  Kansas, 
which  has  701.5  miles  of  interstate  mileage, 
and  improvement  to  the  interstate  system 
is  fixed  at  0.80  percent  of  the  total  allocation. 
Under  the  proposed  formula,  Kansas  will  re¬ 
ceive  a  net  amount  of  $2,919,000.  On  the 
other  hand,  and  in  sharp  contrast,  is  Arizo¬ 
na’s  position  under  the  proposed  popula¬ 
tion  formula.  As  previously  pointed  out, 
this  State  has  1,136.9  miles  of  interstate 
highways.  Arizona’s  estimated  cost  of  im¬ 
provement  to  this  system  is  0.82  percent  of 
the  total  allocation,  but  it  is  scheduled  to  re¬ 
ceive  but  0.75  percent,  or  a  net  amount  of 
$1,838,000.  Here,  then  is  a  case  where  one 
State,  Arizona,  has  435.4  more  miles  to  im¬ 
prove.  a  higher  improvement  estimate,  but 
more  than  $1  million  less  than  the  State  of 
Kansas  with  which  to  achieve  the  improve¬ 
ment. 

The  situation  as  stated  in  the  memo¬ 
rial  adopted  by  the  Arizona  Legislature 
has  been  changed  by  agreement  of  both 
the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on 
Public  Works  that  only  one-half  of  the 
funds  authorized  for  interstate  roads 
shall  be  apportioned  according  to  popu¬ 


lation,  and  the  other  half  according  to 
the  usual  formula.  That  formula  was 
adopted  in  1916  at  the  suggestion  of  Hon. 
Dorsey  W.  Shackleford,  of  Missouri, 
chairman  of  the  Good  Roads  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  It 
was  by  the  adoption  of  his  proposed  com¬ 
promise  which  made  possible  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  original  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act.  It  was  then  provided  that  one- 
third  of  the  money  appropriated  by  Con¬ 
gress  for  Federal  aid  should  be  appor¬ 
tioned  according  to  population,  one- 
third  according  to  area,  and  one-third 
according  to  the  mileage  of  post  roads. 
Representative  Shackleford  placed  that 
last  provision  in  the  bill  because  the 
Constitution  provides  that  Congress 
shall  have  power  to  establish  post  roads. 

I  reported  to  the  Senate  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Offices  and  Post  Roads. 
If  I  do  so  say  myself,  it  has  proved  to  be 
a  very  effective  piece  of  legislation.  In 
that  act  it  was  provided  that — 

There  shall  be  designated  within  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  a  national  system  of 
interstate  highways  not  exceeding  40,000 
miles  in  total  extent  so  located  as  to  con¬ 
nect  by  routes,  as  direct  as  practicable,  the 
principal  metropolitan  areas,  cities,  and  in¬ 
dustrial  centers,  to  serve  the  national  de¬ 
fense,  and  to  connect  at  suitable  border 
points  with  routes  of  continental  importance 
in  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and  the  Republic 
of  Mexico. 

The  concept  of  a  strategic  network  of 
national  highways  was  first  developed 
shortly  after  the  First  World  War,  when 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  inquired  of 
the  War  Department  whether  it  would 
be  desirable  to  concentrate  appropria¬ 
tions  for  highway  construction  upon 
routes  determined  to  be  of  strategic 
value. 

Gen.  John  J.  Pershing  was  at  that  time 
Chief  of  Staff.  The  map  submitted  by 
the  War  Department  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  is  known  as  the  Pershing 
map.  It  comprises  approximately  56,000 
miles  of  roads  as  of  strategic  importance. 

The  1944  Highway  Act  provided  for  the 
designation  of  not  more  than  40,000 
miles.  It  is  my  understanding  that  up 
to  the  present  time  approximately  38,000 
miles  have  been  designated  as  being  in 
this  category. 

We  did  something  else  in  the  1944  act. 
For  the  first  time  Congress  breached  the 
original  formula  of  area,  population,  and 
mileage  of  post  roads,  by  providing  in 
that  act  for  an  appropriation  for  urban 
highways  based  solely  upon  population. 
Therefore,  the  formula  which  it  has  been 
stated  has  not  been  changed  up  to  this 
time  actually  was  substantially  modified 
in  the  1944  act. 

Since  1944  Congress  has  appropriated 
money  for  urban  highways,  apportioned 
strictly  according  to  population.  The 
reason  for  that  is  simple.  In  order  to 
'get  in  and  out  of  cities  and  towns  with 
wide  enough  streets  to  carry  the  ever- 
expanding  flow  of  traffic,  frontage  must 
be  condemned.  The  larger  the  town,  the 
higher  the  cost  of  highway  frontage. 
We  did  prevent  all  the  money  going  to 
the  big  cities  by  providing  that  it  should 
be  allocated  to  municipalities  having  a 
population  of  5,000  or  more,  but,  never¬ 
theless,  the  appropriations  are  appor¬ 


tioned  upon  population,  and  nothing  else. 

It  has  been  represented  to  me  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  that  the  great 
difficulty  in  constructing  the  strategic 
highway  system  is  that  the  Bureau  runs 
into  bottlenecks  in  trying  to  build  roads 
through  populous  centers.  Therefore,  it 
was  recommended  originally  that  the 
entire  sum  be  apportioned  according  to 
population. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  there  any  source 
the  Senator  knows  of  to  which  one  may 
turn  to  determine  where  a  given  primary 
highway  stops  and  the  interstate 
highway  commences? 

Mr.  CASE.  If  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  will  yield - 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
38,000  miles  which  have  been  designated 
as  strategic  are  also  a  part  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system.  According 
to  the  findings  to  War  Department  that 
particular  mileage  would  be  more  im¬ 
portant  to  the  national  defense  than  any 
other  mileage  on  the  Federal-aid  system. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  there  extant  any 
map  or  any  source  of  information  re¬ 
garding  the  precise  roads  which  have 
been  designated  as  making  up  the  40,000 
miles,  or  whatever  the  mileage  is? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  probably  may 
answer  the  Senator’s  question  better 
than  I  can.  I  yield  to  him  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  committee  has  ar¬ 
ranged  to  have  a  map  placed  at  the  rear 
of  the  Chamber  showing  the  interstate 
designations.  Small  copies  of  the  map 
are  available,  and  I  shall  be  happy  to 
send  one  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  How  many  lineal 
miles  have  been  so  designated? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Thirty-eight  thousand 
miles,  out  of  the  forty  thousand  miles, 
which  were  authorized  to  be  so  desig¬ 
nated  by  Congress  in  1944. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  will  find 
his  question  answered  if  he  will  turn  to 
page  269  of  the  hearings.  At  page  269 
he  will  find  a  copy  of  the  official  map 
furnished  by  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 
istration  covering  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways,  now  amounting 
to  about  38,000  miles. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  it  planned  that 
these  38,000  miles  of  highways,  most  of 
which  I  assume  have  already  been  con¬ 
structed  in  some  form  or  other,  are  now 
to  be  reconstructed  or  widened,  or  to 
have  lanes  added  to  them? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  need  is  evident 
on  most  of  the  main  highways  through¬ 
out  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  it  particularly  true 
with  respect  to  this  strategic  highway 
system? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  would  be  idle  to 
call  them  interstate  highways  and  do 
nothing  on  them.  There  must  be  some¬ 
thing  it  is  intended  to  do  on  those  high¬ 
ways  which  it  is  not  intended  to  do  on 
other  primary  highways.  What  is  it? 
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Mr.  HAYDEN.  According  to  the 
pending  bill,  $150  million  would  be  ap¬ 
plied  each  year  for  2  years  to  the  38,000 
miles  of  highways.  According  to  the 
House  bill,  $200  million  a  year  would  be 
applied  to  the  same  designated  38,000 
miles. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona  is  speaking  in  terms  of  money. 
I  am  speaking  of  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction,  and  what  is  intended  to  be 
done  to  the  so-called  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  which  would  make  them  different 
from  a  primary  highway  in  any  given 
area.  Are  they  to  be  wider,  are  they 
to  have  a  heavier  base,  are  they  to  be 
changed  in  length,  or  what  is  to  be  done 
to  them? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  so 
that  he  may  give  a  more  complete  an¬ 
swer  to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  CASE.  With  the  indulgence  of 
the  Senator  from  Arizona,  under  the 
description  that  has  been  given  to  me  of 
interstate  highways,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  pretty  well  indicated  what 
the  situation  is.  In  some  cases  it  means 
a  wider  highway.  In  some  cases  it 
means  a  heavier  base.  For  example,  on 
the  limited  interstate  highway  with 
which  I  am  familiar  in  my  own  State,  it 
has  meant  putting  concrete  in  place  of 
tarvia,  where  the  traffic  was  heavy  and 
the  highway  had  a  particular  military 
use.  In  other  cases  it  has  meant  im¬ 
proving  the  alinement.  In  still  other 
cases  it  has  meant  changing  the  grade. 
It  has  also  meant  straightening  the  high¬ 
way,  and  it  has  meant  moving  the  pri¬ 
mary  road  and  bypassing  a  town  or  city 
so  that  it  would  be  possible  to  avoid  the 
traffic  flow  in  urban  centers. 

In  a  letter  which  I  received  from  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  this 
morning,  with  relation  to  another  ques¬ 
tion  which  has  arisen,  he  pointed  out 
the  problem  the  Bureau  has  encountered 
in  getting  roads  through  or  around  cities, 
with  the  widening  that  is  taking  place 
and  the  cloverleaf  designs  which  have 
to  be  developed,  to  afford  access  to  the 
roads.  Although  a  section  of  an  inter¬ 
state  road  may  not  be  a  limited  access 
road,  in  the  sense  that  a  toll  road  would 
be,  there  are  places  where  there  must 
be  controlled  access  to  the  interstate 
system  by  means  of  cloverleaf  patterns, 
or  something  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yielded  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota,  to  answer  a 
question  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon,  because  I  was  satisfied  that  he 
could  answer  the  Senator’s  question  in 
more  detail  than  I  could,  since  I  am  not 
now  a  member  of  the  Public  Roads  Com¬ 
mittee.  However,  what  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  has  stated  confirms 
my  understanding  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield  for  a 
brief  statement? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  reason  I  asked 
the  question  was  that  I  have  not  been 
able  to  get  the  type  of  information  I 
feel  I  should  have,  if  I  am  to  support 


the  position  of  the  committee.  When  I 
find  the  committee  submitting  a  report 
containing  this  kind  of  recommendation, 
since  I  know  the  personnel  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  recommendation  carries 
weight  with  me.  However,  when  I  turn 
to  an  independent  examination,  to  de¬ 
termine  why  the  report  is  as  it  is,  I  am 
unable  to  find,  for  myself  independently, 
the  information  I  desire  to  have.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  very  important  that  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  as  complete  a  state¬ 
ment  be  made  as  can  be  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  precisely  why,  in  the  case  of 
interstate  roads,  there  is  a  need  for  a 
different  yardstick  of  measurement  in 
apportionments  between  the  several 
States. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  One  answer  is  that,  as 
I  have  previously  stated,  back  in  the 
1920’s,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  asked 
the  War  Department  to  designate  a  road 
mileage  which  they  considered  to  be  of 
high  strategic  value  for  the  national  de¬ 
fense.  Approximately  56,000  miles  were 
so  designated  on  a  map  submitted  by 
General  Pershing.  In  1944  the  committee 
and  the  Congress  adopted  40,000  of  the 
56,000  miles  as  essential  for  the  national 
defense.  It  is  now  being  proposed  to  ap¬ 
propriate  money  for  that  mileage.  Last 
year,  for  the  first  time,  $25  million  was 
specifically  appropriated  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  It  is  now  proposed  by  the  House 
to  authorize  for  such  strategic  highways 
$200  million  a  year  and  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  $150  million 
a  year. 

What  the  Arizona  State  Legislature 
was  complaining  about  in  the  memorial 
sent  to  me  was  that  the  money  was  to  be 
apportioned  entirely  according  to  popu¬ 
lation.  Both  the  House  and  the  Senate 
committees  have  recommended  a  com¬ 
promise  in  that  respect,  with  one-half 
to  be  apportioned  according  to  popula¬ 
tion  and  the  other  half  according  to  the 
long-established  formula. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  first  became  a 
Member  of  Congress  many  years  ago 
Champ  Cl^rk  told  me  to  remember  that 
there  never  was  an  important  piece  of 
legislation  placed  upon  the  statute  books 
except  as  a  result  of  compromise.  I  have 
found  that  to  be  invariably  true. 

Under  the  present  circumstances,  I 
have  been  persuaded  to  make  up  my 
mind  that  Congress  might  well  try  out 
this  change  in  the  basis  of  apportion¬ 
ment  for  the  next  2  years.  After  all, 
there  is  nothing  permanent  about  any 
Federal-aid  highway  legislation.  It  is 
always  a  2 -year  arrangement.  If  we  find 
that  it  does  not  work  properly.  Congress 
can  return  to  the  old  system  of  appor¬ 
tionment  of  Federal  aid  among  the 
States. 

The  legislature  of  my  State  adopted 
another  memorial  on  March  1,  1954, 
which  recommends  “that  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  increase  the  annual 
amount  of  Federal  aid  for  highways  t9 
$900  million.” 

This  memorial  was  based  upon  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  total  amount  of 
funds  derived  from  the  excise  tax  on 
gasoline  by  the  Federal  Government  was 
approximately  that  sum  of  money.  The 
Congress  is  now  in  process  of  doing  what 
the  Arizona  Legislature  asked  to  be  done 
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in  that  regard.  The  Congress  will  also 
undoubtedly  agree  that  only  one-half  of 
the  money  made  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  national  system  of  inter¬ 
state  highways  shall  be  apportioned  ac¬ 
cording  to  population  under  these 
changed  circumstances,  it  now  seems  to 
me  that  I  would  be  justified  in  voting 
against  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  par¬ 
ticularly  appreciate  the  way  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  developed  this  matter,  as  the 
sponsor  and  founder  of  the  Federal-aid 
system.  I  am  deeply  grateful  for  his 
having  gone  into  the  question  and  hav¬ 
ing  gotten  to  the  heart  of  the  problem. 
In  the  first  place,  the  committee  report 
does  follow  the  suggestion  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator,  by  authorizing  a 
total  appropriation  of  $1  billion  a  year, 
which  is  the  estimated  amount  of  reve¬ 
nue  derived  from  the  gas  tax. 

The  real  reason  for  giving  special  rec¬ 
ognition  to  interstate  highways  is  that 
they  are  not  being  built.  I  have  had  the 
committee  staff  prepare  a  compilation, 
copies  of  which  some  of  the  Senators 
have,  showing  the  average  cost  per  mile 
of  removing  the  bottlenecks  in  the  sys¬ 
tem.  In  the  eight  great  States  which 
are  customarily  listed  first  by  those  who 
are  supporting  the  idea  of  allotting  all 
the  interstate  funds  on  a  basis  of  popu¬ 
lation — namely,  California,  Illinois, 
Michigan,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ohio, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Texas — it  appears 
that  the  cost  per  mile  for  the  completion 
of  the  incomplete  links  is  $532,000, 
whereas,  in  the  case  of  15  other  States 
chosen  from  all  parts  of  the  Nation,  in 
which  the  total  mileage  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system  is  approximately  equal  to 
that  in  the  8  States  which  I  mentioned, 
the  average  cost  per  mile  is  $92,000,  or 
approximately  one-sixth  of  the  cost  of 
construction  in  all  States  where  there  is 
heavily  congested  population.  So,  as  a 
result  of  that  situation,  the  bottlenecks 
have  not  been  eliminated. 

New  Jersey  has  the  greatest  problem 
of  all,  as  I  have  been  told  this  morning 
by  Mr.  Hale,  the  executive  head  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials.  On  the  interstate  system  in 
New  Jersey,  there  is  a  road  which,  leav¬ 
ing  New  York,  goes  through  cities  across 
the  river  from  New  York,  such  as 
Newark  and  Jersey  City  and  on  to  Phil¬ 
adelphia.  The  expense  of  constructing 
that  highway  as  a  through  highway  has 
been  so  great  that  the  road  authorities 
have  not  attempted  it.  They  are  using 
old  roads,  and  have  built;  instead,  partly 
to  meet  the  need,  a  toll  highway  which 
misses  some  of  the  cities,  but  which  does 
connect  with  Wilmington  at  the  lower 
end  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey.  Addi¬ 
tional  construction  has  been  practically 
stopped  because  of  the  enormous  ex¬ 
pense  involved. 

Similar  situations  exist  in  New  York, 
Massachusetts,  and  other  States.  It 
seemed  quite  clear  to  the  committee  that 
progress  should  be  made  toward  elimi¬ 
nating  these  bottlenecks.  Work  along 
that  line  is  critically  important  in  this 
age  of  atomic  bombs  and  hydrogen 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4190 

bombs.  The  Defense  Department  and 
other  agencies  have  made  it  clear  that 
the  elimination  of  these  bottlenecks  is 
of  immense  importance  to  the  security 
of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  permit  me  to  interrupt  him, 
we  heard  that  same  kind  of  testimony 
before  the  Committee  on  Post  Offices  and 
Post  Roads  when  Congress  adopted  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  It 
was  stated  that  a  road  could  be  built  in 
the  country  areas  without  undue  cost, 
but  in  cities  and  towns  the  cost  would  be 
increased  so  greatly  that  the  project 
could  not  be  undertaken.  So  in  the 
1944  law  we  authorized  an  appropriation 
of  $125  million  a  year  for  highways  in 
urban  areas,  to  be  apportioned  among 
the  States  upon  the  sole  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion. 

A  showing  quite  similar  to  the  one 
which  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
mentioned  induced  Congress  to  depart 
from  the  previous  formula. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. , 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  did  not 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  a  while 
ago,  seek  to  justify  the  interstate  fund 
as  a  special  fund?  I  am  not  opposing  the 
fund  as  such,  but  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  spoke  of  the  immense  cost  of 
constructing  roads  in  cities.  Does  not 
the  bill  carry  $190  million  to  be  used  ex¬ 
clusively  to  overcome  the  various  bot¬ 
tlenecks,  and  is  not  even  that  appor¬ 
tioned  on  a  basis  of  population? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect.  The  amount  of  money  carried  in 
the  bill  for  that  purpose  has  been  in¬ 
creased,  as  the  amount  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  has  not  been  sufficient  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  desired  result. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  point  out  in  that 
connection  that  I  have  figures  before  me 
indicating  that  46  percent  of  the  funds 
for  urban  roads  is  to  be  spent  under  the 
interstate  system,  and  the  bill  author¬ 
izes  $87  million - 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  We  are  authorizing  a 
much  larger  sum  of  money  for  all  high¬ 
way  purposes  than  has  ever  before  been 
authorized,  and  if  a  part  of  it  is  to  be  de¬ 
voted  to  the  strategic  highway  network, 
I  feel  we  can  afford  to  take  a  chance 
on  a  different  apportionment  for  the 
next  2  years  and  see  how  it  will  work. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  According  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  practice,  34  percent  of  the  funds  for 
primary  funds  is  used  on  the  interstate 
highway  system.  Under  the  pending 
bill  it  will  amount  to  $116  million. 
Forty-six  percent  of  the  funds  for  urban 
roads  amounts  to  approximately  $87  mil¬ 
lion,  making  a  total  of  approximately 
$203  million.  Then  under  the  bill,  $150 
million  more  goes  to  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  which  will  make  a  total  of  $353 
million  of  the  $910  million  provided  by 
the  bill.  According  to  express  provision 
in  the  bill,  and  under  present  practice, 
that  is  to  be  spent  on  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  In  addition  to  that,  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Federal  Government  will 
put  up  60  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  highways  and  the  States  will 
put  up  only  40  percent. 

Those  facts,  taken  together,  constitute 
one  of  the  main  reasons  why  I  oppose 


going  a  step  further  and  providing  a 
special  cut  when  it  comes  to  apportion¬ 
ing  among  the  States.  That  is  the  very 
heart  of  this  fight.  * 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  confess  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  that  it  was  not 
easy  for  me  not  to  make  up  my  mind 
to  disagree  with  him,  but  I  felt  we  could 
proceed  under  the  new  formula  for  the 
next  2  years,  and  in  that  time  ascertain 
how  the  plan  works. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  has  referred  to  the 
fact  that  the  distribution  of  the  funds 
under  the  matching  formula  for  the 
interstate  system  will  be  on  a  basis  of 
60-40.  That,  as  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  knows,  is  a  departure 
from  the  previous  formula. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  relate 
that  in  the  committee  I  opposed  the  60- 
40  formula.  I  thought  it  would  be  ad¬ 
visable  to  retain  the  50-50  matching 
method.  However,  a  majority  of  the 
committee  favored  the  60-40  method. 
The  reason  given  was  that  the  inter¬ 
state  system  is  a  national  system,  and 
that  the  national  interest  is  paramount. 
Because  of  this  national  need  for  an 
interstate  system,  the  committee  felt 
justified  in  matching  funds  on  a  60-40 
basis. 

If  that  be  true,  as  I  believe  it  to  be 
true,  then  would  it  not  follow  that  the 
Senate,  in  giving  consideration  to  the 
interstate  system,  should  bear  in  mind 
that  the  national  need  for  an  interlock¬ 
ing  strategic  system  of  first-class  inter¬ 
state  highways  is  paramount,  and  that, 
therefore,  we  should  place  the  most 
money  where  the  need  is  the  greatest, 
rather  than  to  proceed  with  the  old  sys¬ 
tem  of  allocating  funds  on  a  basis  that 
does  not  give  proper  recognition  of  popu¬ 
lation. 

Let  us  authorize  the  money  for  inter¬ 
state  roads  on  the  basis  of  national  need. 
If  it  is  to  be  for  local  development, 
then  we  have  the  secondary  highway 
system  which  I  support.  If  it  is  to  be 
half  national  and  half  State,  then  there 
is  the  primary  system  remaining  on  a 
50-50  basis. 

We  are  here  considering  the  building 
of  a  system  of  interstate  highways 
throughout  the  Nation,  a  comparatively 
new  venture,  on  a  60-40  matching  basis. 
Whether  the  cost  be  small  or  great,  a 
system  of  national  interstate  highways 
is  to  be  built  to  serve  the  entire  country. 
I  believe  that  is  the  basis  upon  which  the 
question  should  be  judged. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  made  a  very  sound  argu¬ 
ment.  It  must  always  be  remembered 
that  there  is  an  imperative  need  for 
every  kind  of  road.  The  farmer  needs 
roads  to  get  from  his  farm  to  town. 
Cities  need  better  and  wider  streets  in 
order  to  prevent  decay.  The  hearts  of 
many  cities  are  rotting  because  of  the 
lack  of  proper  transportation  to  enable 
people  to  get  into  and  out  of  them. 
The  demand,  for  modern  highways,  as  is 
demonstrated  by  the  increasing  number 
of  automobiles  and  trucks,  is  tremen- 
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dous,  and  the  demand  has  not  been  met, 
and  will  not  be  met  even  by  this  bill. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  has  discussed  this  proposal  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  original  plan,  or  the 
Pershing  map.  I  have  always  been  very 
greatly  interested  in  the  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  because  its  first  consideration  was 
the  needs  of  the  Military  Establishment. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Cordon]  raised  the  same  question. 

I  apologize  for  a  personal  reference, 
but  I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  experience 
in  the  use  of  the  interstate  system  for 
military  purposes.  In  1941, 1  think  I  had 
occasion  to  use  a  total  of  seven  projects 
of  that  kind.  In  one  instance,  I  traveled 
with  2,400  vehicles,  carrying  about  16,000 
men  with  their  equipment,  for  1,600 
miles.  That  gave  me  an  excellent  op¬ 
portunity  to  see  what  had  been  accom¬ 
plished. 

Last  summer,  as  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  I  traveled  over  the  Nation  to 
observe  our  roads,  our  waterways,  and 
other  transportation  facilities.  I  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  United  States 
is  further  behind  in  the  construction  of 
roads,  particularly  the  interstate  system, 
than  it  is  with  respect  to  any  other  need 
confronting  the  country  at  present. 
That  is  why  I  started,  last  December, 
to  try  to  sell  to  the  administration  the 
idea  that  there  should  be  appropriated 
for  roads  this  year  approximately  the 
amount  of  money  which  is  collected  from 
gasoline  taxes.  The  bill  practically  cov¬ 
ers  that  amount. 

The  House  authorized  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $200  million  for  the  interstate 
system.  I  did  not  want  to  have  the 
Senate  go  too  strong  on  the  proposal. 
I  feel  a  great  deal  as  does  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arizona.  This  is 
an  experiment.  I  have  spoken  from  the 
military  standpoint;  but  the  highway 
system  means  just  as  much  from  the 
civilian  standpoint,  if  not  more,  because 
people  travel  by  buses  from  one  part  of 
the  Nation  to  another,  and  materials 
are  transported  by  trucks  from  one  part 
of  the  Nation  to  another,  thus  increas¬ 
ing  the  strength  of  our  economy. 

I  just  came  from  a  committee  meeting, 
at  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
gave  an  outline  of  the  proposed  new  tax 
bill,  the  whole  purpose  of  which  is  to 
strengthen  our  economy  and  to  provide 
more  jobs.  That  is  the  reason  why  I 
think  the  bill  now  under  consideration  is 
very  important,  and  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
very  much. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  I  examine  the  record 
with  reference  to  the  new  formula,  I 
find  that  19  States  stand  to  gain  in 
amounts  ranging  from  $2  million  to  $6 
million.  Twenty-nine  States  will  lose, 
under  the  new  formula.  Some  will  lose 
as  much  as  $1  million  or  more.  Here  is 
the  information  which  has  been  laid  be¬ 
fore  me. 

Of  the  29  States,  Minnesota,  according 
to  the  figures  I  have  been  able  to  ob¬ 
tain,  stands  to  lose  about  $1  million  un- 
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der  the  new  formula.  If  I  am  in  error, 
then  I  wish  to  be  corrected.  But  before 
I  cast  a  vote  on  this  question,  I  wish  to 
know,  first,  why  a  new  formula?  What 
is  the  specific  justification  for  adopting 
a  new  formula? 

I  am  not  a  member  of  the  committee. 
I  have  not  been  on  the  floor  throughout 
the  entire  discussion  of  the  bill;  I  have 
been  here  only  a  part  of  the  time.  But 
the  very  first  question  I  should  like  to 
have  answered  is,  Why  is  it  desired  to 
adopt  a  new  formula? 

Federal  aid  to  State  highways  has 
served  exceedingly  well,  and  much  has 
been  accomplished  in  the  development  of 
the  national  highway  system  which  en¬ 
ables  a  person  to  travel  in  comfort  from 
a  given  place  in  the  Nation  to  a  distant 
point  with  a  minimum  of  difficulty  in 
finding  his  way.  Therefore,  I  think  the 
present  system  is  good. 

Will  Senators  explain  to  me  why  it  is 
desired  to  improve  upon  our  national 
system  by  adopting  a  new  formula  for 
the  apportionment  of  the  funds? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  first  information 
I  had  about  a  change  in  the  formula 
with  respect  to  the  strategic  system  of 
highways  was  as  a  result  of  a  complaint 
I  received  from  Arizona,  stating  that 
Mr.  Francis  V.  du  Pont,  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads  had,  it  was  understood, 
recommended  to  the  House  Committee 
on  Public  Works  that  the  money  for  all 
classes  of  Federal  aid  for  highways  be 
distributed  100  percent  on  the  basis  of 
population.  I  discussed  that  matter  with 
Mr.  du  Pont,  and  I  found  that  that  was 
not  his  recommendation  at  all. 

It  never  was  the  intention  of  Commis¬ 
sioner  du  Pont  that  all  Federal  aid 
should  be  apportioned  to  the  States  on 
a  100-percent  population  basis.  Merely 
because  of  the  excessive  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  roads  into  and  out  of  cities, 
he  thought  it  was  proper  that  the  100- 
percent  population  basis  should  apply  to 
the  strategic  system  of  highways.  That 
was  his  sole  suggestion. 

The  House  has  provided  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  has  recommended  that 
the  amount  authorized  for  interstate 
roads  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
population. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  a 
question. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  the 
floor  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  seemed  to  raise  a  question  when 
I  said  that  Minnesota  stood  to  lose  sub¬ 
stantially  under  the  new  formula.  Some 
of  the  figures  which  I  have  seen  would 
indicate  that  the  State  of  Minnesota 
stands  to  lose  $1,186,000.  I  do  not  say. 
that  is  the  exact  figure.  I  do  state, 
however,  that  I  have  seen  figures  which 
would  indicate  that  would  be  the  amount 
Minnesota  would  lose  under  the  new 
formula. 

When  I  examined  the  question  fur¬ 
ther,  I  found  that  other  States  would 
lose  under  the  new  formula.  I  also  dis¬ 
covered  that  19  States  would  gain  in  allo¬ 
cations  under  the  new  formula,  those 
States  being  California,  Connecticut, 
Delaware,  Florida,  Illinois,  Indiana, 


Louisiana,  Maryland,  Massachusetts, 
Michigan,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey, 
New  York,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode 
Island,  Vermont,  Virginia,  and  West 
Virginia. 

For  instance,  according  to  the  figures 
which  I  have  been  able  to  gather  and 
those  which  have  been  furnished  me, 
the  State  of  New  York  would  stand  to 
gain  more  than  $6  million  under  the 
new  formula.  Before  a  vote  is  cast  on 
the  pending  question,  I  want  to  be  cer¬ 
tain,  first,  of  the  justification  for  this 
type  of  new  formula.  Secondly,  I  wish 
to  know  why  one  State  stands  to  gain 
under  the  new  formula  while  another 
State  is  to  suffer  a  loss. 

I  go  back  to  the  original  statement 
made,  that  Federal  aid  to  States  in  the 
development  of  our  highway  system  has 
functioned  quite  wonderfully  and  that 
we  do  have  an  excellent  system  of  na¬ 
tional  roads.  I  wish  to  be  certain  that 
we  go  forward  rather  than  crosswise  or 
backwards  when  the  Senate  adopts  a 
new  formula. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  shall  try  to  answer  the 
questions  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  has  raised,  which  I  think  are  very 
logical. 

Before  I  answer  the  question  as  to 
the  origin  of  the  change,  I  may  state 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
in  the  committee  voted  for  what  was 
substantially  the  Chavez  amendment. 
I  did  that  because  I  was  looking  at  the 
provision  particularly  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  its  effect  on  the  State  of  South 
Dakota.  A  majority  of  the  committee 
voted  the  other  way  and  I  made  a  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  I  may  refer  to  the 
figures  I  have  obtained,  the  State  of 
South  Dakota  would  lose  about  $1,254,000 
under  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE.  That  would  be  on  a  2 -year 
basis. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  now  speaking  about 
the  formula  provided. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  someone  wanted  to  go 
into  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and  say 
that  he  knew  that  Francis  Case,  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  advocated  a  change 
in  the  formula  which  would  cost  the 
State  of  South  Dakota  $1,200,000  in  the 
way  of  highway  funds  over  the  remain¬ 
der  of  time  to  which  the  funds  would  ap¬ 
ply,  he  could  do  so.  My  reaction,  first 
of  all,  would  be  that  I  do  not  want  to 
kill  the  goose  that  lays  the  golden  egg. 
The  States  which  are  going  to  be  affect¬ 
ed  by  the  change  in  the  formula  are 
States  which  now,  even  with  the  change 
in  formula,  in  the  main,  will  not  get  as 
much  in  highway  allocations  as  they 
pay  in  gasoline  taxes. 

Discussions  of  the  bill  started  with  the 
idea  that  as  much  money  would  be  de¬ 
voted  for  highway  purposes  as  ,was  col¬ 
lected  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
taxes  on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  lubri¬ 
cating  oils.  So  it  was  stated  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  that  money  was  being 
taken  away  from  certain  States.  Ac¬ 
tually,  the  taking  away  is  the  other 
way  around.  For  instance,  the  State 
of  California  collects  $78  million  in  rev¬ 
enues  from  taxes  on  gasoline  and  lubri¬ 
cating  oils  for  the  Federal  Government. 
But  even  with  this  change  in  formula, 
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California  will  get  back  only  $48  million. 
The  State  of  California  will  collect  $30 
million  more  in  gasoline  and  lubricating 
oil  taxes  than  she  will  be  allocated  out 
of  highway  funds. 

The  origin  of  the  change  in  formula 
came  from  two  sources.  It  came,  first 
of  all,  through  an  examination  of  the 
cost  of  completing  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  It  was  an  examination  of  that 
cost  which  led  the  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  to  adopt  a  resolution 
recommending  an  appropriation  of  $250 
million  for  the  interstate  system,  which 
amount  increased  10  times  the  $25 
million  provided  for  in  the  present  law. 
That  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  As¬ 
sociation  of  State  Highway  Officials  by 
an  affirmative  vote  of  46  of  the  48  States. 
The  State  of  Minnesota,  in  its  ratifica¬ 
tion  of  the  action  of  the  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials,  not  only  agreed 
with  an  appropriation  authorization  of 
$250  million,  but  wanted  the  $250  mil¬ 
lion  allocated  on  a  population  basis. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  will  yield  further,  I  have 
communications  on  the  question.  I  hold 
in  my  hand  a  telegram  from  Mr.  E.  Ray 
Cory,  president  of  the  Minnesota  State 
Automobile  Association,  which  reads,  in 
part,  as  follows: 

We  request  your  support  on — 

1.  Maintaining  $200  million  of  Federal  aid 
for  the  vitally  important  interstate  system, 
instead  of  $150  million  as  recommended  in 
Senate  bill. 

2.  Holding  that  interstate  system  funds  be 
apportioned  among  States  of  population 
formula  with  a  minimum  of  1  percent  to 
any  State. 

3.  Denying  use  of  Federal  aid  funds  for 
cost  of  utility  relocations  until  results  of 
nationwide  study  of  subject  are  known. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  recommenda¬ 
tion  from  that  very  reputable  body,  as  I 
am  sure  it  is,  goes  a  great  deal  further 
than  does  the  bill  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  following  the  population  basis. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  recognize  that. 

Ivir.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator 
yield,  so  that  I  may  make  another  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  went  a  great  deal  further  in 
recommending  $250  million  as  a  mini¬ 
mum  out  of  the  $900  million,  which  was 
all  they  were  asking  for,  than  does  this 
bill  which  authorizes  $1  billion.  Under 
their  recommendation  $250  million 
dollars  would  go  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system.  The  association  also  rec¬ 
ommended  that  the  amount  be  appor¬ 
tioned  entirely  on  a  population  basis  and 
on  a  75-25  matching  basis.  The  asso¬ 
ciation  went  further  than  the  suggestion 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  frankly  read  into  the 
Record,  and  it  went  further  than  the  bill, 
which  is  more  or  less  of  a  compromise, 
which  the  committee  reported  in  an 
effort  to  meet  various  points  of  view. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  have  another  telegram 
in  my  hand,  this  one  from  Mr.  Lou  Hos- 
king,  of  the  Minnesota  Motor  Transport 
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Association,  which  reads  in  part,  refer¬ 
ring  to  Senate  bill  3184: 

Urge  you  to  support  move  on  Senate  floor 
to  restore  sum  of  $200  million  for  interstate 
highway  system  and  support  of  proposed  new 
formula  for  distribution  of  funds.  We  sup¬ 
port  exclusion  of  provision  to  provide  funds 
for  relocation  of  utility  services. 

Both  these  organizations  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota  have  been  among  the  fore¬ 
most  in  efforts  to  improve  the  highway 
system  of  Minnesota,  as  well  as  of  the 
Nation  as  a  whole.  They  have  been  or¬ 
ganized  not  only  to  promote  the  State 
highway  system  endeavors,  but  for  gen¬ 
eral  highway  improvement.  The  State 
of  Minnesota  has  an  excellent  system  of 
highways. 

The  main  thought  which  occurs  to  me 
is  that  when  I  look  at  the  proposed  new 
formula,  certain  States  are  going  to 
suffer  a  loss,  whereas  other  States 
stand  to  gain  substantially  because  of 
the  revision  in  the  formula.  I  must 
make  certain  I  shall  not  be  voting  Min¬ 
nesota  out  of  some  funds  to  which  she 
justly  and  rightfully  should  be  entitled. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to 
me  at  this  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Up¬ 
ton  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  assure  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  I  not  only 
appreciate  his  position,  but  I  can  under¬ 
stand  it  very  fully,  and  I  would  expect 
him  to  take  it. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in  the 
committee,  I  took  the  identical  position 
taken  by  the  two  officials  in  the  tele¬ 
grams  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
just  read. 

I  wanted  the  $200  million  figure.  I 
felt  that  even  under  the  $150  million  fig¬ 
ure  we  would  be  paying  too  little  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  bottlenecks  in  urban  areas. 
I  also  would  have  been  glad  to  go  along 
with  the  House  authorization  of  $200 
million,  and  to  make  all  of  it  available 
on  a  population  basis — which  would  have 
meant  applying  the  population  basis  to 
20  percent  of  the  entire  authorization. 

Under  this  compromise  bill,  developed 
by  the  give  and  take  process,  only  7*4 
percent  of  the  total  authorization,  or  $75 
million  in  each  of  the  2  years  covered,  is 
to  be  apportioned  on  the  population 
basis. 

We  feel  that  the  advocates  of  pre¬ 
ferred  attention  to  the  interstate  net¬ 
work  have  gone  a  long  way  in  trying  to 
be  practical  about  this  matter.  So  I 
hope  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  feel  that  it  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  ask  for  the  restoration  of  the 
$200  million  figure,  which  originally  was 
supported  by  me;  because  if  he  were  to 
ask  for  its  restoration,  I  would  have  to 
oppose  such  an  effort  at  this  time.  Hav¬ 
ing  given  and  taken  in  committee,  in 
order  to  bring  forth  a  fair  compromise 
measure,  I  feel  just  as  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  indicated  he  feels; 
namely,  that  I  should  stand  by  the  bill’. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  says  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
pending  bill  is  a  compromise  measure, 
and  has  been  brought  here  as  such,  it 
should  be  supported.  I  wish  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  and  to  all 
other  Senators  that  no  Senator  is  bound 
by  what  happened  in  the  committee  on 
a  compromise  vote.  On  the  particular 
matter  under  discussion  there  was  a  dif¬ 
ference  of  only  one  vote  in  the  commit¬ 
tee;  and  those  of  us  there  served  notice 
then  that  we  would  reserve  the  right  to 
oppose  the  provision  when  it  came  to  the 
floor.  So  any  reference  to  being  bound 
by  a  compromise  does  not  apply. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  what  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  has  said  is  cor¬ 
rect;  there  was  no  binding  effect,  other 
than  as  certain  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  might  feel  themselves  bound. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Furthermore,  I  have 
been  told  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  this  provision,  the  new  formula,  af¬ 
fects  only  7*4  percent  of  the  total  au¬ 
thorization  provided  by  the  bill.  While 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  making 
up  his  mind  about  the  amendment,  he 
might  remember  that  although  his  State 
is  being  treated  as  he  has  pointed  out, 
42  percent  of  the  increase  provided  by 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  as  compared  with  the  authori¬ 
zation  provided  by  last  year’s  bill,  will 
go  to  the  interstate  highways.  So  when 
we  vote  for  the  enormous  increase  in  the 
authorization,  making  it  $1  billion,  let 
us  remember  that  42  percent  of  it  will 
go  directly  to  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  with  respect  to  which  his  State  is 
being  left  out  to  the  extent  he  has 
stated,  whereas  under  present  practices 
34  percent  of  the  primary  road  funds 
provided  in  the  bill  could  be  spent  and 
would  be  spent  on  interstate  highways, 
and  46  percent  of  the  urban  highway 
funds,  according  to  present  practices, 
would  be  spent  on  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  So  they  are  faring  very  well. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  once 
more  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  a  member  of  the  committee,  and 
was  present  at  its  hearings  and  delibera¬ 
tions;  therefore  he  knows  all  the  ques¬ 
tions  which  were  discussed  and  studied 
as  the  bill  was  drafted. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  serve  on 
the  committee;  therefore,  I  pick  up  this 
question  and  try  to  acquaint  myself  with 
it.  The  very  first  thing  with  which  I 
am  faced  is  that  under  the  new  for¬ 
mula  it  is  immediately  proposed  to  take 
away  from  quite  a  number  of  States  a 
certain  portion  of  this  Federal  fund, 
which  under  the  old  formula  would  be  al¬ 
lotted  to  them.  Furthermore,  the  old 
formula  has  given  the  Nation  a  splendid 
and  excellent  highway  system.  So  I 
must  be  certain  that  I  am  not  discarding 
something  that  has  served  well  for  some¬ 
thing  that  will  not  serve  my  State  as 
well  as  it  was  served  by  the  provisions 
of  the  old  formula. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  a 
very  intelligent  member  of  the  commit¬ 


tee,  will,  in  voting  for  the  amendment, 
be  voting  his  State  out  of  approximately 
$1,256,000,  over  a  period  of  2  years,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  figures  I  have  gathered.  I 
know  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
intelligent  as  he  is,  would  not  vote  for 
the  amendment  and  would  not  vote  to 
do  that  unless  he  had  a  good  and  just 
reason  for  doing  it,  because  he  will  have 
to  answer  to  the  people  of  his  State 
when  they  look  at  this  particular  set  of 
figures. 

For  that  reason,  I  fully  understand 
and  appreciate  that  there  must  be  some 
good  reason  why  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  supports  the  committee  version 
of  the  bill,  even  though  it  will  cost  his 
State  approximately  $600,000  a  year. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  can 
convince  me  that  all  of  us  should  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  under  the  new  formula,  I 
wish  to  do  so,  because  the  president  of 
our  State  association,  Mr.  Goring,  and 
also  Mr.  Lou  Hosking,  who  heads  the 
largest  trucking  association  in  our  State, 
and  is  one  of  the  ablest  businessmen  in 
Minnesota,  seem  to  recommend  to  me 
that  I  support  the  committee  version 
of  the  bill.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  in  error 
and  I  do  not  wish  to  disappoint  those 
men;  but  I  also  have  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota  as  a  whole,  including  all  the  high¬ 
way  system  which  exists  in  Minnesota, 
to  take  into  consideration;  and  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  a  party  to  legislation  which 
may  take  care  of  one  specific  train  of 
thought  at  the  expense  of  the  network 
of  highways  in  my  State. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  can 
convince  me  that  the  committee  version 
of  the  bill  will  result  in  the  doing  of 
the  proper  thing,  I  will  support  that  ver¬ 
sion.  If  not,  I  will  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  certainly 
respect  the  conscientious  way  in  which 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  attacks  this 
problem,  as  well  as  other  problems  which 
come  before  the  Senate. 

Let  me  say  that  whatever  way  the  Sen¬ 
ate  votes  on  this  amendment  will  be  the 
position  I  shall  take  in  conference.  I 
believe  in  trying  to  carry  forward  the 
ideas  which  I  feel  I  may  have  any  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  carrying  forward.  I  do 
not  know  that  I  shall  be  one  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  ;  but  assuming  that  I  may  be,  I  will 
try  to  carry  out  the  will  of  the  Senate 
as  evidenced  by  its  vote. 

A  quick  answer  to  what  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  said  and  to  what  I 
have  said  about  South  Dakota  is  that, 
first  of  all,  South  Dakota’s  Federal 
gasoline  tax  and  lubricating-oil  Fed¬ 
eral  excise-tax  collections  amounted  to 
$3,682,000  in  1952.  Under  the  appor¬ 
tionment  clause  of  the  committee  version 
of  the  bill.  South  Dakota  will  receive 
$11,252,000,  even  under  the  new  formula. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  read  into  the 
Record  the  figures  for  Minnesota? 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes.  For  1952  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  tax  on  gasoline  and  the 
Federal  Government  excise  tax  on  lubri¬ 
cating  oil  in  Minnesota  amounted  to 
$16,827,000.  The  State  of  Minnesota  will 
receive  from  the  allocations  provided  by 
the  committee  version  of  the  bill,  under 
the  formula  reported  by  the  committee, 
$21,514,000.  The  State  of  Minnesota  will 
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thus  receive  more  than  $5  million  more 
than  she  collects  in  gasoline  taxes  and 
lubricating-oil  excise  taxes  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

Mr.  THYE.  However,  Minnesota  pays 
more  in  proportion  than  does  South 
Dakota,  in  terms  of  what  is  received. 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes ;  but  that  is  not  be¬ 
cause  of  the  new  formula.  That  situa¬ 
tion  would  be  more  adverse  under  the 
old  formula. 

Mr.  THYE.  Let  us  consider  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  Florida,  one  of  the  States  which 
stands  to  gain.  I  do  not  single  out 
Florida  for  any  particular  purpose,  for 
I  have  the  greatest  respect  in  the  world 
for  the  senior  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland  1.  Florida  is  one  State 
which  stands  to  gain.  So  long  as  we  are 
considering  the  amount  allocated,  let  us 
compare  that  figure. 

Mr.  CASE.  In  1953  Florida  collected 
for  the  Federal  Government  in  excise 
taxes  on  gasoline  and  lubricating  oils 
'$18,921,000.  Under  the  apportionment 
recommended  in  the  bill,  it  will  receive 
$15,052,000.  It  still  will  not  receive  as 
much  as  it  collected. 

Mr.  THYE.  Let  us  take  the  State  of 
New  York.  That  is  one  State  which 
stands  to  gain  quite  substantially.  In 
fact,  under  the  new  formula,  that  State 
will  gain  the  most. 

Mr.  CASE.  New  York  State  collected 
$57,068,000.  It  will  receive  $57,954,000. 

Mr.  THYE.  Can  the  Senator  tell  me 
why  that  one  State  should  have  a  better 
ratio  than  the  other  States?  It  would 
be  receiving  back  all  it  contributes. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  two  amounts  are  al¬ 
most  the  same  so  far  as  New  York  is 
concerned.  But  take  New  Jersey,  imme¬ 
diately  next  to  it.  New  Jersey  collected 
$29,191,000,  yet  will  receive  back,  even 
under  the  new  apportionment,  only 
•  $17,320,000. 

Mr.  THYE.  Going  back  to  New  York, 
which,  under  the  new  formula,  will  have 
allocated  to  it  as  much  as  it  collects,  why 
should  New  York  have  as  much  allocated 
to  it  under  the  new  formula  as  it  collects, 

I  except  on  the  pro  rata  basis? 

Mr.  CASE.  What  happens  to  New 
York  under  this  formula  is  really  in¬ 
cidental  to  the  total  picture.  If  we  con¬ 
sider  all  the  States  which  will  gain,  it 
will  be  found  that  practically  all  of  them 
are  not  now  getting  as  much,  even  under 
the  new  apportionment,  as  they  collect 
from  gas  taxes.  But  that  is  not  the  pri¬ 
mary  reason  why  the  American  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Highway  Officials  endorsed  this 
proposal.  Representatives  of  the  asso¬ 
ciation  came  before  the  committee  and 
said  that  they  recommended  $250  mil¬ 
lion  for  interstate  highways,  and  that 
46  of  the  48  States,  through  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  American  Association 
of  Highway  Officials,  endorsed  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  amount. 

'  The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  a 
little  provincial  in  his  thinking  about 
highway  funds.  I  did  not  like  to  jump 
up  the  interstate  system  from  $25  million 
to  $250  million,  and  leave  the  secondary 
roads  where  they  were.  I  was  too  pro¬ 
vincial  to  accept  the  bill  which  was  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  administration,  or  the 
House  bill,  in  that  respect.  Under  the 


bill  recommended  by  the  administration, 
the  secondary  road  funds  would  have 
been  increased  only  from  $165  million  to 
$180  million.  Funds  for  the  primary 
system  would  have  been  increased  only 
from  $247,500,000  to  $270  million,  where¬ 
as  funds  for  the  interstate  system  would 
have  been  increased  under  the  adminis¬ 
tration  proposal  from  $25  million  to  $200 
million. 

So  in  our  deliberations  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  I  sought  to  win  support  for  the  bill 
which  I  had  introduced,  which  would 
have  provided  a  large  increase  in  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  road  funds. 
Those  are  the  old  categories.  I  proposed 
to  increase  the  interstate  system  only 
from  $25  million  to  $35  million,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $10  million,  or  40  percent,  about 
the  same  increase  as  was  proposed  for 
the  other  categories. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  , 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  States  are  faced 
with  a  very  severe  problem  in  trying  to 
build  up  the  roads  to  meet  the  traffic 
needs.  Our  towns  are  also  faced  with 
problems.  A  revolutionary  change  is 
taking  place  in  local  communities.  The 
little  schoolhouse  is  being  closed.  Con¬ 
solidated  schools  require  school  buses, 
making  necessary  an  improved  highway 
system  in  the  township  of  school  district 
to  accommodate  the  school  buses.  That 
means  a  terrific  expense  upon  the  town¬ 
ship  and  upon  the  county,  because  of  the 
roads  which  the  county  must  take  over 
in  order  that  the  system  of  highways  in 
the  county  may  be  improved. 

Taking  into  consideration  all  the  State 
problems  in  connection  with  roads,  I  am 
led  to  examine  the  bill  with  exceeding 
care  to  make  certain  that  we  do  not  ap¬ 
propriate  huge  sums  of  Federal  funds 
and  then,  by  legislative  action,  deny  a 
State  the  right  to  a  proportionate  share 
of  such  funds  to  meet  its  problems,  while 
giving  to  certain  other  States  a  greater 
proportionate  share.  Those  States  may 
be  in  a  much  better  financial  condition 
to  meet  their  problems  than  are  some  of 
the  States  with  respect  to  which  it  is 
proposed  to  decrease  the  sum  of  money 
to  be  allocated  to  them.  I  am  trying  to 
get  a  complete  answer  so  that  I  may  vote 
intelligently. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  appreciate  the  search¬ 
ing  way  in  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  is  going  into  the  subject,  because 
it  helps  to  bring  out  the  facts  which  I 
think  the  Senate  should  have.  For  the 
very  reasons  which  the  Senator  has  sug¬ 
gested — the  consolidation  of  schools,  the 
need  for  better  roads  from  farm  to  mar¬ 
ket,  and  so  forth — I  was  unwilling  to 
accept  the  proposal  to  make  a  great  in¬ 
crease  in  interstate  road  funds,  prac¬ 
tically  none  for  the  secondary  system, 
and  none  for  the  normal  primary  sys¬ 
tem. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  commend  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  resisted  as  best  I  could 
the  proposal  to  authorize  $250  million 
for  the  interstate  system,  and  make  prac¬ 
tically  no  increase  in  funds  for  the  sec¬ 
ondary  system.  I  resisted  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  $200  million,  which  the  House 


provided,  and  which  the  administration 
suggested.  I  suggested  in  committee 
that  if  we  were  to  increase  the  second¬ 
ary  road  funds,  we  should  go  up  to  not 
more  than  $100  million  for  interstate 
roads,  and  place  the  bulk  of  the  increase 
in  the  primary  and  secondary  road 
funds.  We  discussed  the  question 
thoroughly,  and  finally  arrived  at  an 
amount  of  $150  million  for  interstate 
roads.  By  holding  the  amount  to  $150 
million,  we  could  place  the  remainder  of 
the  increase  in  the  primary  and  second¬ 
ary  road  funds.  The  amount  in  the 
present  law  for  secondary  roads  is  $165 
million.  The  House  proposes  to  go  only 
to  $180  million,  or  an  increase  of  $15 
million. 

In  the  bill  before  us  we  propose  to  go 
to  $228  million.  We  went  $48  million 
above  the  House  proposal  in  connection 
with  secondary  roads.  In  the  case  of 
the  normal  primary  system,  we  went 
$72  million  above  the  House  figure. 

So,  having  persuaded  the  committee  to 
accept  larger  increases  in  connection 
with  primary  and  secondary  roads,  when 
a  majority  of  the  committee  approved 
$150  million  for  interstate  roads,  al¬ 
though  I  voted  against  it  and  voted  for 
the  lower  figure,  having  served  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  conducting  the 
hearings,  I  felt  that  when  the  bill  came 
to  the  floor  I  should  have  another  look 
at  it.  I  have  gone  back  through  the 
hearings  and  studied  them,  with  the 
result  that  there  has  been  a  little  shock 
to  my  own  thinking.  I  find  that  the 
cost  of  building  the  interstate  system  is 
much  greater  in  some  States  than  I  had 
expected.  I  had  thought  that,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  part  of  the  interstate 
system  in  my  section  of  the  country,  the 
portion  around  the  northern  edge  of  the 
Black  Hills  might  be  somewhat  more 
expensive.  I  felt  that  I  knew  something 
about  the  terrain  in  California  and  in 
other  States.  When  I  came  to  examine 
the  mileage,  in  comparison  with  the 
costs,  as  shown  in  the  table  on  page  66 
of  the  hearings,  I  came  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  if  we  were  to  complete  the 
interstate  system  at  approximately  the 
same  date  throughout  the  country,  we 
must  do  something  different  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  formula.  On  page  66  I 
think  there  is  most  convincing  evidence 
as  to  why  a  change  in  the  formula  was 
needed  with  respect  to  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  I  invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to 
the  table  on  page  60  of  the  hearings. 

He  will  find,  for  example,  that  my 
State  of  South  Dakota  has  four-tenths 
of  1  percent  of  the  cost  of  completing 
the  designated  portion  of  the  interstate 
system,  yet  under  the  old  formula  it 
would  receive  1.61  percent  of  the  dol¬ 
lars — in  other  words,  4  times  its  share 
of  the  cost. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  State  of  South  Da¬ 
kota  is  not  a  small  State.  Can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  explain  to  me  why  the  cost  is  so 
much  lower  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
than  in  other  States?  Why  is  there  a 
greater  cost  in  other  States? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  should  say  primarily  be¬ 
cause  construction  over  the  prairie  area 
is  much  cheaper  than  it  is  in  States 
which  have  a  high  congestion  of  traffic, 
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or  States  such  as  Pennsylvania,  in  which 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  mountainous  or 
rough  terrain. 

Mr.  THYE.  We  realize  that  in  the 
construction  of  a  modern  highway  across 
the  countryside,  where  values  are  high 
and  where  farmsteads  are  numerous,  it 
is  often  necessary,  if  it  is  a  part  of  the 
national  network,  to  relocate  buildings  or 
to  acquire  city  property,  which  is  highly 
expensive,  in  order  to  widen  streets,  and 
so  forth.  I  assume  that  is  why  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  endeavoring  to  allocate  more 
money  to  certain  States  where  the  den¬ 
sity  of  not  only  the  farms  but  of  city 
property  also,  involves  a  tremendous  ex¬ 
pense  in  obtaining  rights-of-way.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE.  That  is  definitely  a  part 
of  it.  We  are  concerned  also  with  the 
flow  of  traffic  and  wider  highways  and 
highways  of  heavier  base. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
one  more  question  of  the  Senator? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Dees  the  bill  permit  a 
State  to  draw  on  Federal  funds  in  order 
to  prepare  plans  and  to  obtain  informa¬ 
tion  relative  to  the  proper  location  of  the 
highways?  In  other  words,  some  of  the 
States  are  faced  with  the  question  of 
where  to  obtain  funds  with  which  to 
make  plans.  I  wish  to  make  certain 
that  it  is  clearly  stated  in  the  Record 
how  a  State  could  acquire  such  funds. 
In  other  words,  I  have  a  question  before 
me,  asked  by  the  Minnesota  commis¬ 
sioner  of  highways,  Mr.  M.  J.  Hoffmann. 

I  will  read  the  question  to  the  Senator: 

Is  there  a  provision  in  the  Highway  Act 
whereby  States  could  utilize  Federal  money 
for  designating  and  planning  important 
highway  projects,  to  be  later  deducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  from  the  total 
amount  paid  on  final  reimbursement  after 
completion  of  the  project? 

Does  the  bill  provide  for  such  an  ad¬ 
vance  to  States  for  planning  purposes  in 
the  preparation  of  a  highway  project? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  pending  bill  does  not 
specifically  provide  for  it.  However,  in 
my  judgment,  a  former  act  does  so  pro¬ 
vide.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  that  a  gentleman  who  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  highway  department  of 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  Mr.  C.  D.  John¬ 
ston,  whom  I  knew  many  years  ago — in 
fact,  I  went  to  college  with  him — called 
me  and  asked  me  the  same  question  Mr. 
Hoffmann  presented  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  acquainted  with  Mr. 
Johnston. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  find  that  section  2  of  the 
act  of  July  19,  1939,  amended  section  10 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1938, 
as  follows: 

Sec.  10.  With  the  approval  of  the  Federal 
Works  Administrator — 

This  was  written  at  the  time  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  was  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Works  Administration,  and,  of 
course,  the  Commissioner  of  Roads  has 
inherited  the  title  and  authority  of  the 
Administrator — 

not  to  exceed  iy2  percent  of  the  amount 
apportioned  for  any  year  to  any  State  under 
the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  except  sections  3  and  23 
thereof,  shall  hereafter  be  used  with  or  with¬ 


out  State  funds  for  surveys,  plans,  engineer¬ 
ing,  and  economic  investigations  of  projects 
for  future  construction  in  such  State,  either 
on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  and  ex¬ 
tensions  thereof  or  on  secondary  or  feeder 
roads  or  grade-crossing  eliminations. 

Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  if  a  State 
found  it  did  not  have  sufficient  funds 
with  which  to  take  care  of  its  matching 
funds  and  also  to  do  some  advance  plan¬ 
ning,  money  could  be  obtained  in  an 
amount  up  to  1  percent  of  the  amount 
of  the  apportionment. 

I  assume  that  amount  would  be 
charged  against  the  allocation  to  the 
State  when  the  final  settlement  was 
made  on  the  project. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  referred  to  page  66  of  the 
hearings  a  few  moments  ago.  I  should 
like  to  inquire  as  to  who  prepared  the 
table,  and  how  much  authority  there  is 
behind  it.  I  have  seen  a  table  showing 
how  much  it  would  cost  to  construct 
highways  in  my  own  State  and  how 
much  it  would  cost  to  construct  high¬ 
ways  in  other  States. 

I  have  in  mind  that  it  is  stated  it 
would  cost  from  $50,000  to  $60,000  a  mile 
in  my  State,  and  $2  million  a  mile  in  an¬ 
other  State.  Of  course,  if  we  ran  a  main 
highway  through  the  center  of  the  city 
of  Washington,  making  it  necessary  to 
tear  down  a  great  many  buildings,  I 
could  understand  that  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  would  be  $2  million  a  mile. 
However,  that  is  not  the  way  to  con¬ 
struct  a  highway  that  would  be  of  the 
greatest  use. 

I  should  like  to  inquire  who  prepared 
the  figures  and  how  much  validity  is 
behind  them. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  clerk  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  advises  me  that  the  table  was  sup¬ 
plied  to  the  committee  by  the  American 
Association  of  Highway  Officials,  on 
which  each  State  has  representation.  It 
was  presented  to  the  committee  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Alfred 
E.  Johnson,  president  of  the  associa¬ 
tion. 

I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that  I,  too,  wondered  about  the 
costs.  I  believe  some  of  them  would 
have  to  be  revised  in  the  light  of  possi¬ 
ble  modifications  of  the  system.  I  had  a 
letter  this  morning  from  Mr.  Francis  V. 
du  Pont,  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads,  in  which  he  stated  that  the 
remaining  mileage  within  the  interstate 
limitation  of  40,000  miles  is  to  be  used 
for  keeping  some  of  the  roads  outside 
the  cities,  instead  of  having  them  go 
through  the  cities,  and  he  hopes  it  may 
be  possible  to  do  so.  That  may  reduce 
the  cost  incident  to  constructing  roads 
through  cities. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  seen  tabu¬ 
lations  showing  the  per-mile  cost  of 
highways  in  the  various  States  of  the 
Union.  Those  figures  do  not  even  re¬ 
motely  resemble  the  figures  introduced 
the  other  day.  I  wondered  where  the 
figures  were  obtained,  because  it  seems 
impossible  that  the  cost  in  one  State 
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could  be  70  times  the  cost  in  another 
State. 

A  bag  of  cement  costs  about  the  same 
everywhere  in  the  United  States,  giv¬ 
ing  a  few  pennies  one  way  or  the  other. 
Gravel  is  available  all  over  the  United 
States.  Mixing  machines  work  at  about 
the  same  capacity.  Labor  costs  on  the 
highways  do  not  vary  very  much.  How 
can  the  committee  justify  figures  which 
show  the  cost  of  construction  per  mile 
as  even  52  times  greater  in  one  State 
than  in  another? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  so 
that  I  may  point  out  something  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  for  that 
purpose  . 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  referred  to  the  table  at 
page  66  of  the  hearings,  as  did  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico.  In  the  column 
“Cost  of  work  needed”  there  appears  the 
footnote  figure  1.  The  footnote  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page  reads:  “Thousands, 
based  on  estimates  by  individual  States, 
not  adjusted  to  current  price  levels.” 

Apparently  the  figures  were  not  given 
careful  scrutiny  and  were  not  adjusted 
to  the  current  price  levels.  That  fact 
sheds  considerable  light  on  the  point 
on  which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  put  his  finger. 

Mr.  CASE.  Except  that  it  should  be  a 
compensating  error  in  the  several  States, 
if  the  figures  were  not  adjusted  to  the 
current  prices. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  referred  to  the  enormous 
cost  of  construction  in  the  congested 
areas.  In  referring  to  the  cost  of  the 
highways  of  the  interestate  system  in 
congested  areas,  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that  it  also  costs  money  to  build  high¬ 
ways  in  the  rural  areas.  However,  going 
back  to  the  table  on  page  66,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  for  illustration  is  shown  as  having 
2.72  percent  of  the  miles  of  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways. 

Skipping  over  to  the  next  to  the  last 
column,  the  apportionment  to  New  Mex¬ 
ico  under  section  21,  which  is  the  Chavez 
amendment,  would  be  1.69  percent  of  the 
money.  On  a  population  basis,  under  the 
Senate  bill  as  it  now  reads,  New  Mexico 
would  get  only  0.75  percent  of  the  funds. 
That  shows  the  other  side  of  the  picture. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  also  point  out  that  New  Mexico’s 
share  of  the  cost  is  0.52,  approximately 
half  of  1  percent,  and  if  it  receives  1.69 
percent  of  the  money  that  is  about  three 
times  its  percentage  of  the  total  cost. 

Mi-.  ANDERSON.  I  could  not  possibly 
more  greatly  commend  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota.  I  realize  that  both  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  I,  by  a 
strange  coincidence,  were  born  in  the 
State  of  South  Dakota,  and  we  realize 
that  miles  spread  out  there  as  rapidly  as 
they  do  in  Minnesota  or  in  any  other 
State.  I  drove  through  many  States  in 
returning  to  the  Senate  last  fall.  Are 
these  figures  based  on  the  actual  cost  of 
constructing  a  mile  of  road,  or  is  there 
another  factor  included  which  is  not 
apparent? 

Mi-.  CASE.  So  far  as  I  know,  I  can 
only  rely  on  the  estimate  furnished  by 
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the  State  highway  officials  of  the  States. 
This  table  was  furnished  by  the  Associa¬ 
tion  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Was  the  State  high¬ 
way  representative  from  my  State  asked 
how  much  it  would  cost  to  finish  the  in¬ 
terstate  road  system  in  that  State,  or 
was  he  asked  how  many  miles  there  are, 
and  how  much  it  would  cost  per  mile  in 
each  State?  He  might  say  that  one  good 
road  in  New  Mexico  going  east  and  west 
and  one  going  north  and  south  would  be 
all  that  the  State  would  need. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  map  showing  the  sit¬ 
uation  appears  in  the  hearings  at  page 
269,  and  there  is  also  a  map  in  the  rear 
of  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  CASE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  further  ques¬ 
tion  raised  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  troubled  me,  so  that  I  went  not 
only  to  the  staff  of  the  committee  but 
also  to  Mr.  Hale,  who  is  head  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials.  We  found  that  the  first  col¬ 
umn  on  page  66  shows  the  accurate  mile¬ 
age  for  each  State  of  the  total  of  the  na¬ 
tional  system  of  interstate  highways 
which  has  been  allocated.  Congress 
fixed  it  at  not  to  exceed  40,000  miles, 
and  there  have  been  designated  between 
37,000  and  38,000  miles  of  that  system. 
So  that  the  figure,  I  have  been  advised, 
for  each  of  the  States  is  the  accurate 
actual  mileage  of  the  interstate  highway 
system  found  in  each  State. 

With  reference  to  the  cost  of  the  work 
involved,  I  am  told  by  Mr.  Hale  and  by 
the  witness  who  presented  the  testimony, 
who  is  the  head  of  the  Highway  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Arkansas  and  is  strongly  sup¬ 
porting  this  measure,  that  the  cost  of  the 
work  was  carefully  estimated  by  each 
State  and  reconciled  in  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  office  here,  and  that  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  third  column  as  the  cost  of 
work  needed  to  complete  the  system. 
There  is  a  difference  between  those  two 
columns.  Much  of  the  mileage  has  al¬ 
ready  been  completed  in  some  States, 
and  in  other  States,  where  there  is  mile¬ 
age  either  passing  through  or  surround¬ 
ing  large  industrial  areas  and  cities, 
there  has  been  practically  nothing  done 
on  the  highway  system  since  it  was  des¬ 
ignated.  The  total  figure  of  $11,266,- 
372,000,  is  the  total  of  the  estimates 
coming  to  the  national  headquarters  and 
reconciled  and  compiled  here  as  being 
the  cost  of  the  work  needed  to  complete 
the  system. 

I  repeat,  that  in  some  States  a  large 
part  of  the  mileage  has  been  completed, 
and  in  other  States  the  opposite  is  true. 

The  other  figures  are  carefully  and 
accurately  shown  as  to  the  population 
percentage,  and  are  completely  accurate, 
based  on  the  1950  census.  The  appor¬ 
tionment  under  section  21  which  would 
be  received  by  each  State  is  based  on 
section  21  as  it  applies  to  the  primary 
system,  and  the  apportionment  on  the 
population  basis,  if  it  were  all  made  on 
the  population  basis,  is  shown  in  the 
final  column. 

The  only  thing  which  could  cause 
trouble  in  interpreting  this  particular 
compilation  is  that  when  we  come  to  the 


estimate  by  each  State  as  to  the  cost 
per  mile  the  only  way  available  to  us  to 
compute  that  cost  is  on  the  full  mileage 
of  the  interstate  system  in  each  State, 
because  we  do  not  have  the  final  figures 
as  to  how  much  mileage  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  in  eac^  State.  That  accounts  for 
some  of  the  differences  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  has  mentioned. 

The  one  figure  which  particularly 
bothered  me  was  the  figure  opposite  the 
State  of  New  Jersey.  I  am  sure  that  is 
the  one  which  has  bothered  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico,  because  it  shows 
that  with  a  mileage  of  192.4  miles  the 
estimate  for  the  completion  of  the 
project  is  $404,053,000,  or  more  than  $2 
million  a  mile.  I  addressed  Mr.  Hale 
particularly  as  to  that  item.  He  said, 
“The  trouble  is  that  the  cost  is  so  great 
for  the  branches  of  the  highway  system 
in  New  Jersey  that  they  have  not  done 
anything  on  it.”  He  said  they  use  the 
old  road  going  to  Jersey  City,  Newark, 
and  through  various  other  cities  to  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  which  is  the  branch  of  the 
interstate  system  in  New  Jersey.  The 
only  other  highway  now  existing  is  a  toll 
road  which  does  not  reach  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  but  goes  on  down  to  Wil¬ 
mington,  Del.  The  cost  has  been  simply 
prohibitive. 

The  figure  in  the  table  is  the  best  esti¬ 
mate  of  what  it  will  cost  to  acquire  the 
rights-of-way  and  to  build  that  very 
badly  needed  road  which  throughout  al¬ 
most  all  its  mileage  traverses  heavily 
congested  industrial  and  urban  areas. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Can  we  have  the 
figures  showing  what  the  New  Jersey 
Turnpike  cost  per  mile? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  have  those 
figures.  The  New  Jersey  Turnpike  was 
located,  I  remind  the  Senator,  on  areas 
away  from  industrial  developments. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  was  talking 
about.  That  is  where  such  a  highway 
should  be  located. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor.  _ 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  a  few  words  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  interstate  highway 
fund. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield  so  that 
I  may  make  an  additional  statement? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  parliamentary  situation.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  and  I  were  dis¬ 
cussing  the  situation  in  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  the 
fact  that  on  page  221  of  the  hearings 
the  New  Jersey  Turnpike  is  shown  to 
have  cost  $285  million  for  a  distance  of 
118  miles.  This  indicates  that  the  cost 
was  at  the  rate  of  $2.4  million  per  mile, 
if  my  quick  calculation  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  merely  wish  to 
point  out  that  the  contemplated  <192- 
mile  project  in  New  Jersey  would  cost 
$404  million,  which  is  certainly  at  a  rate 
which  is  the  equivalent  of  the  cost  of  the 


New  Jersey  Turnpike.  That  indicates 
that  apparently  none  of  this  road  has 
been  built  by  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

But  the  State  of  South  Dakota  has 
done  a  great  deal  of  work  by  stretching 
the  road  from  Sioux  Falls  to  Rapid  City, 
and  South  Dakota  received  very  little 
money. 

So  by  locating  highways  where  they 
should  be  located,  a  State  gets  no  money ; 
but  if  a  State  refuses  to  build  highways 
where  they  ought  to  be  located,  it  gets  a 
lot  of  money. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield  briefly 
to  me? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Unfortunately,  the 
New  Jersey  Turnpike  does  not  render  the 
services  to  the  highly  industrialized  parts 
of  New  Jersey  which  are  required  to  be 
served  by  the  interstate  system. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  grant  that.  I 
merely  say  that  South  Dakota  has  one 
road  stretching  across  the  entire  State. 
That  happens  to  be,  I  am  quite  certain, 
Highway  30,  because  I  once  lived  along 
that  highway.  That  road  is  pretty  well 
finished.  Therefore,  South  Dakota  will 
not  get  much  money,  since  it  built  its 
road  where  it  should  have  been  built, 
according  to  the  interstate  plan.  But 
because  New  Jersey  will  build  a  turn¬ 
pike  in  another  direction,  it  will  receive 
$400  million  with  which  to  build  it.  I 
do  not  see  why  the  funds  should  be  ap¬ 
portioned  in  that  fashion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  fear  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  may  not  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  situation,  none  of  this 
amount  would  go  to  the  building  of  the 
turnpike.  None  of  this  amount  would 
have  any  relation  to  the  turnpike. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  understand  that. 
I  am  only  saying  that  because  New 
Jersey  built  a  toll  road,  it  will,  under  the 
new  interstate  highway  system  plan,  now 
be  able  to  build  an  entire  new  project, 
which  the  Senator  has  correctly  pointed 
out  has  not  yet  been  built. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  does  not  serve  the 
important  military  objectives  required  to 
be  served  by  the  interstate  system,  which 
would  be  served,  as  to  the  congested  area 
from  New  York  City  to  Philadelphia,  by 
constructing  it  as  part  of  the  New  Jersey 
mileage  in  the  interstate  highway  system. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  philosophy  of  the 
suggestion  made  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  should  be  carried  to  the  ex¬ 
treme,  would  it  not  defeat  the  very  pur¬ 
pose  of  having  a  free  system  of  inter¬ 
state  highways  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  am  certain  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  did  not  mean  to  suggest  that 
he  preferred  to  have  toll  highways, 
which  do  not  serve  the  needs  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  highway  system,  rather  than 
free  highways,  which  do  serve  the  needs 
of  the  interstate  highway  system. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Not  at  all.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye] 
had  addressed  some  questions  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 
I  was  very  much  interested  in  the  re¬ 
plies.  I  thought  the  Senator  from  South 
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Dakota  had  made  a  very  fine  presenta¬ 
tion,  but  he  did  not  answer  the  question 
in  my  mind  as  to  the  reason  for  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  cost. 

I  say  the  cost  in  New  Jersey,  where 
there  are  very  highly  industrialized 
areas,  if  the  type  of  highway  desired  is 
to  be  built,  probably  would  have  to  run 
to  $2  million  a  mile,  because  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike  cost  $2  million  a  mile. 
On  the  other  hand,  to  construct  a  road 
across  South  Dakota  would  cost  less,  be¬ 
cause  the  road  would  stretch  across 
fairly  open  country.  I  know  that  to  be 
so,  because  I  once  lived  in  that  part  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  would 
refer  to  the  list  of  comparative  costs 
under  the  plan  of  aid  to  States  which 
have  suffered  most  heavily,  but  which 
have  done  the  least  in  opening  the 
bottlenecks,  he  will  find,  for  instance, 
that  the  State  of  New  York  shows  a 
much  simpler  picture  than  does  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  and  a  much  less 
expensive  picture  per  mile,  $830,000  a 
mile,  according  to  the  method  of  which 
I  advised  the  Senator  awhile  ago.  I 
took  that  up,  also,  with  the  statistical 
experts,  and  I  was  told  that  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  New  Jersey  and  New  York 
is  that,  while  there  are  very  heavy  needs 
in  New  York,  in  and  around  New  York 
City  and  other  large  cities,  there  are  long 
stretches  of  rural  mileage  involved, 
mileage  between  small  towns  in  New 
York,  so  that  the  situation  in  New  York 
is  not  comparable  to  that  in  New  Jersey, 
with  its  limited  mileage.  They  find  no 
fault  with  the  comparative  estimates  of 
cost  because  of  the  difference  between 
the  2  States  and  the  2  highway  systems. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  ap¬ 
portionment  of  funds  for  the  interstate 
highway  system.  I  do  so  because  I  think 
the  sums  mentioned,  for  instance,  $150 
million  in  the  Senate  bill,  and  $200  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  House  bill,  are  not  sufficient  to 
put  the  interstate  highways  in  a  condi¬ 
tion  which  is  adequate  to  the  needs  of  a 
great  Nation  such  as  ours.  The  bill  I 
submitted  to  the  Senate  proposed  a  $900 
million  authorization  for  this  system. 
I  believe  that  amount  is  essential,  in 
order  that  we  may  build  this  system  to 
an  adequate,  safe  level.  I  realize  also 
that  compromises  have  to  be  made,  but 
we  must  not  forget  that  the  highway 
system  of  America  is  a  very  vital  part  of 
our  national  defense. 

I  shall  say  a  few  words  about  the  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  which  is  pending.  I 
think  it  ought  to  be  defeated.  I  am  glad 
it  was  possible  to  defer  its  consideration 
until  today,  when  we  have  a  longer  time 
to  discuss  it.  I  wish  to  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  and  other  Senators,  for  discussing 
the  matter  in  detail  today,  because  I 
think  it  involves  an  issue  which  should 
be  clarified.  In  order  that  it  might  be 
discussed  today  I  did  something  that  I 
do  not  believe  I  have  ever  done  before, 
namely,  gave  a  live  pair  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 

The  interstate  system  is  a  national 
highway  system ;  it  is  not  merely  a  State 
system,  as  some  would  indicate.  I  think 


the  question  raised  by  this  amendment  is 
much  broader  than  whether  my  State 
would  lose  a  small  amount  or  gain  a 
small  amount.  I  do  not  think  we  can 
look  at  the  picture  and  say  that  if  my 
State  would  lose  a  certain  number  of 
dollars,  I  should  not  be  fore  the  amend¬ 
ment;  or  that  if  it  gained  a  certain 
amount  of  dollars  I  should  be  for  it.  As 
I  think  one  Senator  indicated,  he  felt  he 
could  figure  out  exactly  how  the  vote 
would  go.  He  would  list  the  States 
which  would  lose  money  under  the  com¬ 
mittee  proposal.  They  would  be  for 
the  amendment.  If  a  State  would  gain 
money,  that  State  would  be  against  the 
amendment. 

Michigan  pays  V/2  percent  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  gasoline  tax  collected.  If  S.  3184 
were  passed,  Michigan  would  get  3.59 
percent  of  the  interstate  road  funds. 
According  to  the  same  schedule,  our 
needs  on  the  interstate  system  are  3.7 
percent.  So  even  though  we  received 
more  money,  we  would  not  get  all  that 
we  had  paid  in  gasoline  taxes. 

But  be  that  as  it  may,  I  wish  to  point 
out  that  what  is  proposed  is  an  interstate 
system  of  highways.  It  is  a  national 
system  of  highways,  not  a  State  system. 
Anyone  who  come  to  the  national  cap¬ 
ital,  be  he  a  Senator  or  a  Representa¬ 
tive,  except  if  he  lives  in  one  of  the  States 
immediately  contiguous  to  the  District  of 
Columbia,  will  travel  on  some  of  these 
highways.  I  might  cite  an  example. 
When  I  travel  from  Detroit  to  Washing¬ 
ton,  I  travel  on  165  miles  of  toll  road 
through  Pennsylvania.  That  distance 
can  be  covered  in  3  or  4  hours.  The 
total  distance  from  Washington  to  De¬ 
troit  is  550  miles.  From  10  to  12  hours 
are  spent  on  the  rest  of  the  trip,  so  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  proposed  high¬ 
ways  as  national  highways. 

I  wish  to  compliment  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  for  the 
great  work  he  has  done  on  the  bill.  I 
think  personally  this  is  the  greatest 
highway  bill  ever  to  be  considered  by 
Congress.  But  I  shall  say  some  things 
about  it.  I  am  disappointed,  even 
though  it  is  a  fine  bill.  Some  may  say 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  speaks 
in  this  way  because  automobiles  are 
made  in  his  State.  I  speak  in  behalf  of 
the  interests  of  my  State,  but  I  speak 
also  for  the  entire  Nation,  because  I  do 
not  know  of  a  four  comers  in  the  United 
States  which  does  not  have  some  concern 
about  highways,  and  which  does  not 
have  a  concern  about  automobiles. 

A  10-percent  excise  tax  is  imposed  on 
automobiles.-  It  was  imposed  in  the 
early  days  of  the  war,  because  it  was 
said,  it  was  not  desired  to  have  people 
buy  large  numbers  of  automobiles  at  a 
time  when  it  was  necessary  to  make  war 
materiel  and  munitions.  Therefore  it 
was  said,  “Let  us  put  a  tax  on  luxuries 
that  people  can  do  without.” 

Today  I  do  not  believe  the  people  of 
America  consider  that  an  automobile, 
whether  a  pleasure  car  or  a  truck,  is  a 
luxury.  Even  if  a  man  is  out  of  a  job,  an 
automobile  is  a  necessity,  because  he  has 
to  use  an  automobile  even  to  look  for  a 
job.  Car  owners  pay  more  than  $2,208,- 
000,000  a  year  in  taxes  on  automobiles 
and  highway  uses;  and  up  until  the  bill 
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under  consideration  was  proposed,  only 
about  half  of  the  gas  tax  was  ever  devoted 
to  the  building  of  highways.  The 
previous  bills  provided  for  about  $550 
million  to  be  used  for  highways.  The 
gas  tax  alone  will  produce  $900  million 
in  revenue. 

One  out  of  every  seven  employees  in 
the  United  States  is  directly  or  indirectly 
connected  with  the  automobile  industry ; 
so  the  automobile  is  a  necessity.  I  can 
name  many  parts  for  automobiles  which 
are  made  in  States  other  than  Michigan; 
so  that  the  bill  is  of  interest  not  only  to 
Michigan,  but  it  has  a  nationwide  appli¬ 
cation,  so  far  as  automobiles  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

The  time  has  come  when  we  ought  to 
think  about  excise  taxes  levied  on  par¬ 
ticular  products  such  as  automobiles, 
trucks,  or  parts,  which  are  worn  out  be¬ 
cause  of  defective  roads,  taxes  which 
are  now  used  for  the  general  support  of 
the  United  States.  I  think  the  time  has 
come  when  a  great  amount  of  such  tax 
money — I  believe  all  of  it — should  go  into 
the  construction  of  highways,  which  are 
essential  to  our  civilian  life,  to  the  very 
life  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  and  to  the 
defense  of  America.  Therefore,  as  I 
said,  the  interstate  system  is  a  national 
system.  While  the  bill  is  only  a  halfway 
measure,  a  compromise,  yet  it  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

Why  do  I  say  that  population  should 
have  a  greater  consideration  in  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  interstate  road  funds  in  the 
bill?  Because  population  indicates  au¬ 
tomobile  ownership.  We  have  come  to 
know  that  population  has  a  close  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  number  of  registered  au¬ 
tomobiles.  Therefore,  I  personally  would 
rather  have  seen  the  allocation  of  funds 
based  on  the  registration  of  automobiles, 
because  highways  are  used  for  automo¬ 
biles.  However,  I  think  the  next  best 
way  is  to  use  population  as  a  base,  be¬ 
cause  it  indicates  the  number  of  automo¬ 
biles  and  the  amount  of  traffic. 

Congress  is  concerned  with  the  na¬ 
tional  highway  problem  and  with  the 
inadequacy  of  the  national  interstate 
highway  system.  We  can  solve  a  na¬ 
tional  problem  only  by  taking  a  national 
viewpoint.  We  cannot  circumscribe  our 
horizon  any  longer  by  State  lines;  we 
have  to  have  a  larger  horizon.  The  time 
has  come  when  driving  an  automobile 
encompasses  much  more  than  driving 
home.  ■  Therefore,  the  national  view¬ 
point  must  be  considered,  rather  than  a 
State  or  local  viewpoint.  The  highway 
problem  needs  to  be  solved  in  places 
where  it  exists,  and  the  problem  is  most 
acute  in  places  where  the  number  of 
cars  and  people  is  the  greatest. 

The  American  Association  of  Highway 
Officials  have  recognized  the  situation 
with  respect  to  the  interstate  system  as 
being  most  serious.  This  organization 
of  State  highway  officials  from  46  States 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  apportioning 
highway  funds  on  a  100  percent  popula¬ 
tion  basis  was  the  best  way  to  arrive  at 
a  correct  solution  of  the  problem.  It  is 
easy  to  see  why.  That  factor  represents 
the  number  of  automobiles.  Roads  are 
used  for  automobiles;  they  are  no  longer 
used  for  the  oxcart. 
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T! vi  association  to  which  I  just  re¬ 
ferred  surveyed  the  entire  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  and  it  determined  that  51 V2  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost  of  bringing  the  in¬ 
terstate  system  up  to  the  requirements 
of  the  national  defense  and  commercial 
needs  of  the  Nation  would  be  used  in 
8  States,  the  most  heavily  populated 
States,  and  that  the  cost  for  the  other 
40  States  would  be  only  48  Mz  percent 
of  the  total.  If  there  is  to  be  constructed 
an  adequate  highway  system,  it  must  be 
done  on  that  basis. 

As  I  have  indicated,  the  committee 
has  struck  a  compromise  with  respect  to 
this  section.  The  House  has  already 
approved  a  similar  method  of  apportion¬ 
ing  the  interstate  funds.  It  is  a  start 
in  the  right  direction. 

What  was  the  compromise?  It  was 
that  one-half  of  the  funds  for  interstate 
roads  should  be  apportioned  on  the  basis 
of  the  old  formula  and  the  other  half  on 
the  basis  of  population.  As  I  said,  I  do 
not  always  like  compromises,  but  I  think 
the  committee  did  well;  it  got  started  on 
the  right  road  and  in  the  right  direction. 
I  think  the  entire  amount  should  be  ap¬ 
portioned  on  a  population  basis.  How¬ 
ever,  half  a  solution  is  better  than  none, 
and  I  am  interested  in  solving  the  high¬ 
way  problem  on  a  national  basis.  I  shall 
support  the  committee  compromise,  be¬ 
cause  I  recognize  that  in  view  of  the 
serious  problems  which  the  members  of 
the  committee  faced,  they  arrived  at  an 
equitable  conclusion,  under  all  the 
circumstances. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  wish  to  make  a 
few  remarks  on  the  entire  bill.  The  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  bill  now  before  the  Senate  is  a 
disappointment  to  me,  as  I  have  indi¬ 
cated,  even  though  I  believe  it  is  the  best 
bill  on  this  subject  the  Congress  has 
ever  had  before  it.  As  Members  of  the 
Senate  are  aware,  I  introduced  Senate 
bill  3069,  which  provides  for  more  than 
twice  the  mileage  of  roads  provided  by 
the  pending  bill. 

For  a  few  minutes,  I  wish  to  discuss 
this  subject  from  the  beginning,  since  it 
is  one  of  the  most  important  and  funda¬ 
mental  problems  in  the  Nation  today.  I 
feel  compelled  to  call  attention  to  a  do¬ 
mestic  problem  which  is  likely  to  be  lost 
in  our  concern  for  matters  of  hydrogen 
warfare,  or  the  right  kind  of  foreign- 
trade  policy.  I  would  be  less  than  frank 
or  true  to  my  duty  as  a  United  States 
Senator  if  I  did  not  ris6  to  discuss  this 
issue  today. 

We  might  now  call  this  the  hydrogen 
age  instead  of  the  atomic  age.  There 
is  nothing  more  important  to  America 
today,  Mr.  President,  than  highways,  be¬ 
cause  the  time  has  come  to  change  our 
whole  idea  of  civilian  defense  in  view 
of  what  was  disclosed  by  the  hydrogen 
bomb  test  in  the  Pacific. 

The  country  is  now  faced  with  the 
question  of  how  we  are  going  to  preserve 
and  maintain  our  great  cities.  Amer¬ 
ica’s  way  of  life  requires  that  we  protect 
and  preserve  our  great  cities,  and  even 
increase  them  in  size  and  facilities.  One 
of  the  essential  needs  is  an  adequate 
highway  system. 

For  many  years  I  have  advocated  and 
fought  for  economy  in  the  operations  of 
the  Federal  Government.  I  sponsored. 


and  now  have  the  pleasure  of  serving  on, 
the  Hoover  Commission,  which  is  de¬ 
signed  to  eliminate  waste  and  duplica¬ 
tion  in  the  administration  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  “As  an  executive  commission, 
we  even  have  the  privilege  of  recom¬ 
mending  the  elimination  of  programs 
presently  performed.  But  I  have  never 
willfully  or  knowingly  suggested  or  inti¬ 
mated  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  assume  full  responsibility  for 
those  programs  which  everyone  acknowl¬ 
edges  it  must  develop.  For  a  number  of 
decades  one  of  the  most  important  of  our 
programs,  if  nofr  the  most  important, 
has  been  Federal  aid  for  highway  con¬ 
struction. 

Anyone  who  examines  the  Constitution 
and  reads  the  provision  referring  to  post 
roads  must  be  reminded  that  at  that 
time  there  was  a  different  idea  concern¬ 
ing  highways.  Delivery  of  mail  over  post 
roads  was  one  thing,  compared  now  to 
the  tremendous  use  of  highways 
throughout  the  country.  Furthermore, 
we  have  the  great  question  of  national 
defense,  which  was  an  entirely  different 
matter  in  the  days  of  the  musket  and  the 
cannon. 

Federal  aid  for  highway  construction 
can  truthfully  be  said  to  be  ingrained  in 
our  Federal  system  of  government.  Con¬ 
stitutional  recognition  of  this  fact  is  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  inclusion  by  the  Founding 
Fathers,  themselves,  of  a  provision  for 
the  establishment  of  post  roads.  The 
post-road  idea  originated  early  in  our 
history,  and  therefore  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  in  the  highway  busi¬ 
ness  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  still  a  firm  believer 
in  economy.  The  American  people, 
through  their  taxes  and  through  other- 
expenditures,  pay  for  all  the  things  that 
make  up  our  national  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing.  By  investing  more  on  highways, 
Congress  can  save  the  taxpayers  money. 
Adequate  highways  are  a  matter  of  econ¬ 
omy,  as  I  shall  prove. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  invest¬ 
ments  in  highways  are  capital  invest¬ 
ments  and  produce  wealth  and  an  im¬ 
proved  standard  of  living,  and  therefore 
are  not  dead  appropriations  or  a  use  of 
funds  without  a  return. 

American  highways  are  admittedly  in¬ 
adequate.  It  is  a  matter  of  plain  hard 
fact  that  large  portions  of  our  present 
road  system  are  unsafe;  in  fact,  critically 
so,  and  are  wholly  inadequate  to  meet 
the  needs.  The  highway  accidents, 
deaths,  and  injuries  indicate  that  beyond 
any  doubt. 

The  construction  of  adequate  high¬ 
ways  is  admitted  by  all  to  be  very  expen¬ 
sive.  I  am  told  that  6 -lane  expressways 
can  cost  up  to  10  millions  of  dollars  a 
mile.  Even  a  minor  2 -lane  highway, 
properly  constructed,  can  cost  today 
more  than  $100,000  a  mile. 

Acknowledging  the  evident  inadequacy 
of  our  system,  and  recognizing  the  large 
expense  involved  in  bringing  the  system 
up  to  date,  to  meet  our  country’s  needs, 
the  question  may  well  be  asked — “Is  it 
worth  it  to  broaden  the  base  of  highway 
construction  at  this  moment?” 

I  say  it  is.  Today  we  are  faced  by  a 
condition,  not  a  theory.  The  true  states¬ 
man  does  not  deceive  himself. 
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Mr.  President,  the  former  head  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  recognized  that 
there  is  such  a  matter  as  false  economy. 
Let  me  quote  Thomas  H.  MacDonald,  the 
former  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads, 
who  gives  emphasis  to  my  point  in  his 
statement  that — 

We  pay  for  good  roads  whether  we  have 
them  or  not — and  we  pay  less  if  we  have  them 
than  if  we  do  not. 

What  this  means  to  me  is  that  we 
ought  to  construct  the  roads  we  need, 
when  we  need  them.  If  we  do  not,  we 
shall  pay  for  them,  anyway,  in  terms  of 
lives  lost,  unnecessary  accidents,  and 
higher  costs  of  operating  passenger  cars 
and  commercial  vehicles. 

I  am  told  that  a  completely  adequate 
interstate  highway  system  would  save 
the  highway  users  $2.2  billion  yearly — 
the  approximate  amount  which  my  bill, 
S.  3069,  would  provide  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  for  1956  and  1957.  In  other 
words,  we  might  as  well  invest  this  money 
in  improved  highways,  because  the  cost 
to  us  will  be  that  much,  anyway. 

Let  us  ask  ourselves  again  the  ques¬ 
tion,  “Is  it  worth  it  to  broaden  the  base 
of  highway  construction?” 

I  shall  not  belabor  the  obvious  na¬ 
tional-defense  aspects  of  our  highway 
system.  Let  me  only  say  I  completely 
agree  with  our  great  President  who 
recognized  the  tremendous  significance 
of  highways  when  he  said ; 

Next  to  the  manufacture  of  the  most 
modern  implements  of  war  as  a  guaranty  of 
peace  through  strength,  a  network  of  modern 
roads  is  as  necessary  to  defense  as  it  is  to 
our  national  economy  and  personal  safety.  , 

Another  phase  of  national  security  is 
protection  of  our  citizens  in  the  event  of 
enemy  aggression.  The  evacuation  of 
our  people  from  points  of  attack  will 
depend  almost  entirely  upon  public 
roads.  It  is  obvious  that  the  present 
roads  in  the  United  States  will  not  and 
cannot  meet  our  civil-defense  needs. 

Is  it  worth  it  to  build  more  roads  now? 
I  certainly  think  it  is.  I  feel  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  know  it  is. 

We  can  solve  our  Nation’s  highway 
problem.  It  is  within  our  power  to  do 
so,  if  we  wish.  But  we  cannot  do  it  with 
half  measures;  and  in  the  light  of  my 
own  conscience,  I  cannot  but  regard  the 
measure  before  us  as  a  half  measure. 

Mr.  President,  some  persons  say  we 
should  be  building  toll  roads.  I  do  not 
think  toll  roads  demonstrate  anything 
other  than  that  even  though  the  people 
pay  more  than  $2,200,000,000  annually 
in  taxes  on  automobiles,  automobile 
parts,  and  gasoline — taxes  which  many 
persons  think  are  being  used  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  highways — the 
people  az-e  paying  even  more  for  the  use 
of  toll  roads,  in  order  to  get  better  roads. 
To  my  mind,  that  is  a  clear  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  that  we  have  not  been 
adequately  providing  for  highways;  and 
I  believe  it  is  time  that  we  applied  the 
taxes  on  gasoline  and  automobile  parts 
to  the  building  of  highways. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  have  dem¬ 
onstrated  that  our  highway  system  is 
inadequate.  It  is  obvious  that  the  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  pi-oblem  will  be  costly.  There 
is  no  question,  however,  that  it  will  be 
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worthwhile  to  solve  it.  After  all,  the 
simple  fact  remains  that  we  are  paying 
for  it,  either  way. 

We  can  solve  it  with  an  approach  such 
as  the  one  I  have  advocated  Senate  bill 
3069.  If  we  do  not  provide  a  solution 
now,  we  shall  have  to  do  so  in  the  near 
future,  and  at  a  greater  ultimate  cost. 

Mr.  President,  Americans  are  accus¬ 
tomed  by  nature  and  tradition  to  think 
and  act  big.  We  have  achieved  our  emi¬ 
nence  in  world  affairs  by  doing  things 
bigger  and  better  than  other  people  have 
done  them  in  the  past.  There  is  abso¬ 
lutely  no  reason  why  we  cannot  follow 
our  natural  inclinations  in  providing 
ourselves  with  the  finest  highway  system 
in  the  world. 

Unfortunately,  we  do  not  have  it  now. 
That  is  the  reason  for  my  disappoint¬ 
ment  about  the  measure  we  are  now 
considering,  even  though  it  is  considered 
the  best  highway  bill  we  have  had  to 
date. 

Mr.  KERR  rose. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  if  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma  does 
not  wish  to  speak  at  this  time,  I  should 
like  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  wishes  to  say  a  few  words.  He 
would  not  wish  to  interfere  with  the 
quorum  call. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  Pr*«d**t,  there 
was  some  discussion  yesterday  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  a  proposed  amendment  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  study  to  be  made  in  oonnection 
with  payment  of  the  cost  of  repeating 
utilities,  made  necessary  by  highway 
construction.  The  question  arose  as  to 
whether  the  study  should  be  made  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  or  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  I  should 
like  to  inquire  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  whether  he  has  agreed  to  accept 
such  an  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  in  response 
to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee,  let  me  say  that  I  have  no  per¬ 
sonal  objection  to  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment.  I  have  talked  with  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  and  he  has  no  objec¬ 
tion.  In  a  great  deal  of  highway  legis¬ 
lation,  the  two  officers  are  used  inter¬ 
changeably.  However,  in  view  of  the  the 
fact  that  there  seems  to  be  a  little  feel¬ 
ing  that  the  study  might  better  serve  the 
purposes  for  which  it  is  intended  if  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  were  designated 
to  make  the  study,  I  see  no  objection  to 
the  suggested  amendment.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  desires  to  offer  it,  so 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  it  will  be  agree¬ 
able  to  me. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor.  While  we  all  have  confidence  in  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  the  pro¬ 
posed  study  involves  other  economic  fac¬ 
tors  and  conditions  which  enter  into  the 
survey.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  should 
be  on  a  broader  basis,  and  that  the  study 
should  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  withhold  the  suggestion  of  the 
absence  of  a  quorum,  if  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  wishes  the  floor  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  sponsored  by 


the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis],  and  myself. 

I  listened  to  the  remarks  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ferguson].  I  was  intrigued,  impressed, 
and  interested  by  many  of  the  things  he 
said.  I  thought  it  was  a  very  salutary 
situation  that  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  had  found  a  matter  with  reference 
to  which  he  could  agree  with  our  Presi¬ 
dent. 

I  agree  with  anyone  who  advances  the 
statement  that  this  country  has  not  been 
and  is  not  now  building  roads  as  fast  as 
conditions  warrant,  and  the  necessities, 
health,  and  welfare  of  our  people  re¬ 
quire. 

I  have  long  favored  an  accelerated 
roadbuilding  program  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  free  roads  by  the  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments.  I  think  there 
are  provisions  in  the  pending  bill  which 
would  help  to  accelerate  the  building  of 
such  roads.  However,  that  does  not  jus¬ 
tify  a  change  in  the  basic  policy  of  the 
National  Government  and  the  formula 
for  allocation  of  road  money  which  has 
been  followed  for  almost  half  a  century. 

States  of  larger  area  and  greater  road 
mileage  have  just  as  much  of  a  necessity 
for  more  and  better  roads  as  do  neigh¬ 
boring  States  with  greater  populate**. 
I  have  no  case  to  make  against  a  Stake 
with  greater  population.  That  element 
has  always  been  recognized  in  the  for¬ 
mula  under  which  Federal  road  funds 
have  been  allocated.  But,  I  ask,  What  is 
there  now,  in  1954,  in  the  element  of 
population  alone,  which  should  compel 
the  Federal  Government  to  change  its 
formula  of  allocation? 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  being  frank  enough  to  say  that  this 
is  the  opening  wedge.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  making  it  plain  to  Members  of 
the  Senate  that  this  is  the  opening  wedge 
in  the  drive  by  those  whose  interests  are 
determined  by  population  alone  to  bring 
about  a  condition  whereby  all  Federal 
funds  for  road  building  will  be  allocated 
on  the  basis  of  population.  I  say  to 
those  of  my  colleagues  who,  perhaps,  had 
thought  that  this  was  merely  a  little 
item,  a  special  item,  that  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  made  it  plain  that 
this  is  not  the  end  of  the  aims  and  ob¬ 
jectives  of  those  to  whom  I  have  referred, 
but  the  beginning. 

It  has  been  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  the  formula  applies  to  only 
7j/2  percent  of  the  billion  dollars  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  road  bill.  As  I  interpret 
the  bill,  it  applies  to  15  percent.  It  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  allocation  for  the  interstate 
system,  which  is  $150  million.  That  is 
approximately  15  percent  of  the  amount 
authorized  by  the  bill. 

The  so-called  interstate  system  is  not 
something  that  came  into  being  with 
the  writing  of  the  bill.  The  interstate 
system  has  been  there  all  the  time.  The 
so-called  interstate  system  is  now  and 
has  been  a  primary  system  of  roads. 

Someone  in  Washington  looked  at  a 
map  of  the  United  States  showing  the 
highways  constituting  the  primary  sys¬ 
tem,  and  took  a  ruler  or  a  pencil  or  a 
stick  and  said,  “We  are  going  to  give 
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portions  of  these  primary  roads  a  new 
name,  a  new  designation.  We  will  cre¬ 
ate  a  new  segment  of  the  national  high¬ 
way  system  and  call  it  the  interstate 
system.” 

It  is  not  a  new  system  at  all.  I  say 
that  the  Highway  Department  of  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  did  not  so  designate 
it.  I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  a  part 
of  the  interstate  system  is  in  Oklahoma.- 
I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  a  part  of 
it  is  in  every  other  State,  perhaps. 
However,  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments,  the  governors,  and  the  legisla¬ 
tures  of  the  States  did  not  say  what  part 
of  the  primary  system  of  roads  would 
be  known  as  the  interstate  system  and 
receive  special  consideration. 

The  only  case  that  has  been  or  can 
be  made  for  a  separate  allocation  is  on 
the  basis  of  national  necessity.  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  representatives  of  the 
States  in  the  Senate  can  overlook  this 
fact  with  respect  to  the  bill,  namely,  that 
whatever  we  do  to  meet  a  national  need 
and  a  national  necessity  is  a  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  National  Government,  and 
should  not  be  permitted  to  be  used  as 
an  instrumentality  to  penalize  the  States 
of  the  Nation.  The  sole  justification  for 
the  designation  of  this  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  is  on  the  basis  of  national 
defense.  The  designate**,  s*  I  am  ad¬ 
vised,  was  made  by  the  »a€9«*se  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Federal  Bure*u  of  Roads. 

To  whatever  extent  the  historic  for¬ 
mula  for  the  distribution  of  allocated 
funds  is  changed  because  of  national- 
defense  necessities  is  and  must  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  responsibility  of  the  National 
Government. 

Under  the  cloak  of  national  defense 
and  national  necessity,  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  should  not  be  penalized  in  a 
manner  that  results  in  the  great  State 
of  Michigan  or  any  other  State  getting 
a  portion  of  the  road  money  to  which 
the  State  of  Oklahoma  is  entitled.  That 
is  what  is  involved  in  the  bill. 

If  the  interstate  highway  system  is 
justified  and  demanded  and  required  for 
national  defense,  it  ought  to  be  built  by 
the  Federal  Government,  and  the  for¬ 
mula  governing  Federal  contributions  to 
roadbuilding  should  not  be  changed 
under  the  guise  of  acting  on  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  national  defense,  when  the  sole 
result  is  to  penalize  the  many  for  the 
benefit  of  the  few.  That  is  what  the 
formula  does. 

I  say  to  Senators  that  if  this  entering 
wedge  is  permitted  to  go  into  the  bill, 
next  year,  as  was  indicated  in  the  speech 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson],  or  2  years  from  now,  when  the 
next  road  bill  comes  to  the  Senate,  an 
effort  will  be  made  to  have  the  entire 
amount  for  primary  roads  allocated  on 
the  basis  of  population. 

As  I  looked  at  the  map,  I  found  that 
there  are  thousands  of  miles  of  primary 
roads  in  this  country  which  are  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  so-called  designated  inter¬ 
state  highway  system,  but  which  are  just 
as  vital  for  national-defense  purposes  in 
time  of  war  as  are  those  which  are 
included  in  that  system. 

I  challenge  the  proponents  of  the  bill 
as  written  by  the  committee,  and  those 
who  oppose  the  pending  amendment,  to 
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tell  the  Senate  when  the  so-called  inter¬ 
state  highway  system  was  designated. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hold  in  my  hand 
quite  a  lengthy  and  scholarly  report  on 
interregional  highways,  transmitted  to 
Congress  in  a  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  then  Frank¬ 
lin  D.  Roosevelt,  in  1944,  as  we  neared 
the  end  of  the  war.  In  it  he  recites  the 
record  of  the  development  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system,  and  sets  forth  that  on 
April  14,  1941,  looking  to  defense  needs, 
and  also  to  the  economic  needs  and  the 
transportation  needs,  he  had  appointed 
a  National  Interregional  Highway  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  that  that  committee,  as  the 
war  was  coming  to  an  end,  had  made  its 
report.  He  made  certain  observations 
with  reference  to  it,  and  then  he  trans¬ 
mitted  it  to  Congress. 

The  substance  of  it  was  that  during 
the  war  a  strategic  network  of  roads  had 
been  set  up  by  the  military  authorities, 
consisting  of  about  79,000  miles;  that  on 
going  over  it  the  military  felt  that  about 
half  of  that  mileage  was  more  important 
than  the  other  half,  and  that  substan¬ 
tially  half  of  the  so-called  strategic  net¬ 
work  was  recommended  to  be  set  up  in 
the  interstate  system. 

Tht  committee  made  a  study  of  it  at 
the  time.  If  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  had  been  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber  earlier  today  he  would  have  heard 
the  able  senior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  who  participated  in  the 
setting  up  of  the  interstate  system,  re¬ 
cite  the  fact  that  the  interstate  system 
was  the  result  of  long  study  within  his 
committee  after  the  preparation  of  the 
report  of  the  Interregional  Committee 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and  after  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of 
the  message  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  The  road  bill  of  1944 
established  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  along  the  lines  recommended  by 
that  committee.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  will  find  a  very  com¬ 
prehensive  report  and  many  maps  in 
this  compilation,  and  he  will  find  quite 
a  number  of  other  publications  coming 
from  the  committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  at  that  time. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  have  yielded  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  and  I  want  to  reply 
to  him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  tried  to  show 
that  the  interstate  road  system  did  not 
simply  grow  up  like  Topsy,  but  that  it 
was  the  result  of  a  long  and  difficult 
study  and  of  the  application  of  wartime 
experience. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  He  has  brought  forth  the  in¬ 
formation  as  I  have  understood  it  to  be. 
I  have  not  read  the  compilation  to  which 
he  has  referred,  but  I  am  sure  that  if  it 
is  as  comprehensive  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  has  indicated  it  is,  it  will  show 
that  such  a  system  has  been  in  the  minds 
of  planners  for  many  years. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  In  a  moment. 


I  have  seen  maps  of  strategic  high¬ 
ways,  now  interstate  highways,  which 
date  back  to  the  1930’s,  and  during  all 
that  time,  Mr.  President,  men  have 
sought  by  one  device  or  another  to 
change  the  historic  formula  of  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  funds  to  the  several  States.  In 
view  of  the  statement  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida,  who  in  his 
remarks  carried  us  back  in  history  to  at 
least  1941,  13  years  ago,  I  wish  Senators 
would  explain  on  the  floor  what  there  is 
in  1954,  Mr.  President,  that  warrants 
the  drastic  action  recommended  by  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate 
to  change  the  historic  formula  of  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  roadbuilding  purposes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  One  of  the  things 
that  has  happened  in  1954  has  been  the 
development  of  atomic  power  and  the 
hydrogen  bomb. 

Mr.  KERR.  Atomic  power  was  de¬ 
veloped  some  years  ago,  and  a  hydrogen 
bomb  was  exploded  last  year. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  This  is  the  first  time 
the  committee  has  had  a  chance  to  study 
this  subject  since  the  explosion  of  the 
hydrogen  bomb. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  committee  has  ex¬ 
plored  the  situation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  likewise  the  first 
time  the  committee  has  had  a  chance  to 
explore  this  question  since  the  recom¬ 
mendation,  which  was  almost  unani¬ 
mous,  of  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials  came  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  committee.  That  recom¬ 
mendation,  approved  by  46  of  the  48 
States,  in  accordance  with  the  statement 
in  the  record  by  the  witness  who  gave 
us  the  facts,  strongly  points  out  that 
the  completion  of  the  interstate  system 
is  not  only  most  vital  to  all  States,  but 
also  that  its  completion  is  being  stymied 
by  the  lack  of  funds  in  important  areas 
where  the  costs  are  prohibitive. 

It  also  points  out  the  fact  that  by  46 
out  of  the  48  States  participating  it  was 
recommended  that  not  less  than  $250 
million  of  a  suggested  total  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $900  million  for  Federal  aid  to 
roads  be  dedicated  to  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  and  that  the  money  be  apportioned 
wholly  on  a  population  basis  and  also  on 
a  basis  of  75  percent  Federal  aid  and  25 
percent  matching  contribution  by  the 
States. 

That  had  much  to  do  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  question  by  both  the 
Senate  and  House  committees. 

The  Senator  will,  no  doubt,  recall  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  in  his 
message  on  the  budget,  called  attention 
to  the  imperative  necessity  of  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  interstate  system.  The 
Senator  will  also  recall  that  when  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  by  his  assistant, 
appeared  before  our  committee,  he  testi¬ 
fied  that  not  less  than  $200  million 
should  be  appropriated  upon  the  basis 
provided  by  the  House  bill,  which  is  a 
much  more  generous  basis  than  that 
provided  by  the  Senate  bill.  That  was 
the  recommendation  at  that  time,  and 
is  now,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  greater 
the  national  necessity,  the  greater  the 
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justification  for  the  work  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system  being  done  by  the  Federal 
Government,  and  the  less  basis  there  is 
for  the  States  to  be  penalized  in  order  to 
accomplish  it. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  says  that  something  was  recom¬ 
mended  by  46  out  of  the  48  State  high¬ 
way  commissions.  They  are  not  charged 
with  that  responsibility  in  my  State. 
This  is  the  first  time  I  have  seen  the 
great  and  distinguished  and  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  leaning  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  an  anonymous  highway 
group  as  a  justification  for  his  own  acts 
and  those  of  the  Senate.  He  says  this 
is  the  first  time  the  matter  was  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  committee.  I  have  been  on 
the  committee  for  5  years,  and  the  effort 
has  been  made  every  time  a  road  bill 
has  been  before  the  committee  to  get  in 
an  entering  wedge  to  change  the  formula 
of  allocation.  This  is  the  first  time  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have  been  from  the  more  popu¬ 
lous  States.  That  is  the  historic  “first” 
about  the  deal,  Mr.  President. 

I  cast  no  reflection  upon  the  distin¬ 
guished  members  of  the  committee.  I 
know  of  no  committee  composed  of  more 
able  members.  But  they  happen  to  rep¬ 
resent  States  which  will  benefit  by  a 
change  in  the  formula.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  the  bill  is  on  the  floor  contain¬ 
ing  the  language  which  appears  in  it. 
That  is  the  reason  why  it  came  from  the 
House  in  that  manner.  But  that  does 
not  mean  that  Senators  from  the  29 
States  which  will  be  penalized  are  either 
bound  by  what  7  men  from  the  more 
populous  States  thought  and  did,  or  are 
thereby  absolved  from  their  responsi¬ 
bility  to  their  separate  States. 

I  do  not  presume  to  answer  for  an¬ 
other  State,  Mr.  President,  but,  so  far 
as  the  State  of  Oklahoma  is  concerned, 
my  people  did  not  send  the  highway 
department  here  to  represent  them. 
They  sent  two  Senators  here  to  repre¬ 
sent  them.  When  I  arrived  here,  there 
had  been  in  existence  for  more  than 
a  quarter  of  a  century,  and,  I  think,  for 
a  third  of  a  century,  a  formula  for  the 
distribution  of  Federal  funds  for  road¬ 
building  purposes.  I  should  be  derelict 
in  my  responsibility  to  my  State,  Mr. 
President,  if  I  did  not  do  all  within  my 
power  to  remind  my  colleagues  that  the 
question  before  the  Senate  today  is 
whether  the  historic  formula  which 
benefits  the  great  majority  of  the  States 
and  does  justice  to  all  is  to  be  changed 
and  an  entering  wedge  driven  by  a  small 
number  of  States  on  the  basis  of  tak¬ 
ing  from  the  minority  of  States  for  the 
benefit  of  the  majority  of  States. 

The  interstate  highway  system  is  all 
right,  Mr.  President,  but  I  remind  Sen¬ 
ators  that  it  is  still  a  part  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  system,  and  I  remind  them,  fur¬ 
ther,  that  every  mile  of  it  is  within  the 
boundaries  of  some  sovereign  State.  It 
is  not  built  in  the  air  nor  out  yonder 
somewhere.  Every  mile  of  it  goes 
through  a  sovereign  State.  I  did  not 
draw  the  map  of  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system.  No  one  representing  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  drew  it  or  designed 
it  or  selected  it.  I  think,  Mr.  President, 
it  would  be  a  tragedy  if  someone  could 
do  that  and  thereby  create  an  instru- 
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mentality  or  a  vehicle  whereby  violence 
would  be  done,  not  only  to  the  historic 
formula  of  distribution,  but  also  to  jus¬ 
tice  as  between  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  bill  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  would  provide  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  roads  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system,  so-called,  and  the  States 
would  contribute  only  40  percent.  The 
bill  would  make  available  a  vast  amount. 
If  a  greater  sum  is  needed.  Congress 
should  provide  it.  If  the  necessity  for 
national  defense  is  so  compelling,  the 
Federal  Government  should  pay  the  cost 
of  national  defense.  Otherwise,  there  is 
nothing  about  the  interstate  highway 
system  which  either  sets  it  apart,  or  per¬ 
mits  it  to  be  set  apart  and  accorded  spe¬ 
cial  treatment,  resulting  in  discrimina¬ 
tion  against  a  majority  of  the  States. 

I  have  seen  the  map  of  the  so-called 
interstate  highway  system.  I  have  as 
good  eyes  as  anyone  I  know  of  my  age. 
I  wish  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I  could 
take  a  pencil  and  designate  twice  as 
many  highways  and  call  them  interstate 
highways;  or,  with  just  as  equitable  a  re¬ 
sult,  I  could  mark  off  half  of  the  number 
of  highways  shown,  and  then  designate 
the  remainder  as  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system. 

This  proposal  will  not  add  a  single 
highway  mile  to  the  highway  system  of 
the  United  States;  it  simply  designates 
a  part  of  the  present  primary  system  for 
preferential  treatment,  and  is  used  as 
an  entering  wedge.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  his  frankness  and  sin¬ 
cerity  in  saying  that  he  thinks  all  this 
money  ought  to  be  apportioned  on  a 
population  basis.  He  says  this  is  a  start 
in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Of  course,  I  was 
speaking  of  the  pending  amendment,  and 
also  of  the  interstate  highway  system. 
I  said  that  the  committee  has  struck  a 
compromise,  one-half  based  on  the  old 
formula,  and  one-half  based  on  popula¬ 
tion.  I  went  on  to  say  that  I  thought 
that  was  a  good  thing,  so  far  as  it  went; 
that  in  the  case  of  these  particular  roads, 
I  felt  that  it  was  an  opening,  so  that 
population  would  be  considered  as  the 
criterion  in  authorizing  funds  for  this 
kind  of  highway,  because  population  is 
related  to  the  number  of  cars  in  use. 

Mr.  KERR.  Certainly  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  said  it  was  a  god  thing, 
so  far  as  it  went.  He  went  on  to  say 
that  possibly  the  alocation  ought  to  be  on 
the  basis  of  the  automobile  population, 
did  he  not? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  I  did. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is  apparent  to  any 
Member  of  the  Senate,  who  wants  to 
know  what  the  deal  is,  that  this  is  an 
instrumentality  or  a  vehicle  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  more  populous  States 
to  take  from  the  other  States  a  part  of 
the  road  money  which  they  would  receive 
under  the  historic  formula  for  allocation, 
and  to  increase  the  amount  to  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  a  minority  of  the  States. 

I  do  not  blame  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan.  If  I  were  from 
Michigan  and  wanted  to  be  reelected,  I 
would  be  doing  exactly  what  the  Senator 


from  Michigan  is  doing.  But  I  would 
not  expect  anybody,  to  be  misled  by  it. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I  should 
be  astounded  if  Senators  from  States 
which  would  suffer  by  the  amendment 
would  be  induced,  or  seduced,  into  vot¬ 
ing,  as  representatives  of  their  States,  in 
the  manner  in  which  I  would  expect  them 
to  vote  if  they  were  from  a  more  populous 
State. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  was  wondering  if  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  would  permit 
himself  to  be  the  instrument  through 
which  I  might  address  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  rather  be  the 
vehicle  than  the  instrumentality,  but  I 
shall  be  delighted  to  listen  while  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  asks  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
state  whether  or  not,  when  he  was  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  use  of  the  population 
formula,  he  had  in  mind  any  applica¬ 
tion  of  it  to  the  Federal  primary  sys¬ 
tem  or  the  Federal  secondary  system? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  did  not  have  that 
in  mind,  although  the  bill  I  introduced 
indicated  that  I  felt  that  would  be  the 
best  way.  But  today  I  was  speaking  of 
the  interstate  highway  fund.  That  is 
the  way  I  feel  about  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  funds.  I  think  the  amounts  should 
be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  went 
half  way,  which  I  think  is  proper.  As  I 
have  indicated,  I  shall  vote  against  the 
pending  amendment,  although  I  wanted 
to  have  a  full  discussion  last  night,  and 
I  agreed  to  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  for  his  vehicular  help. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  for  pinpointing  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan.  I 
wish  to  say  that  if  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  will  probe  the  thoughts 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  to  their 
uttermost  limits,  he  will  not  find  them 
deviating  from  the  track  which  benefits 
the  State  of  Michigan  the  most.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
on  his  views.  But  I  must  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  I  do  not  think  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  bound  by  them. 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is 
not  bound  by  them. 

Why  should  the  Senators  from  29 
States  which  have  been  penalized  by  the 
provision  in  the  bill  written  by  a  majori¬ 
ty  of  the  committee,  representing  the 
more  populous  States,  be  compelled  to 
vote  in  any  manner  other  than  that 
which  does  justice  to  all  the  States,  and 
follows  the  time-honored,  historical, 
traditional  formula  for  the  allocation 
of  road  funds? 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  As  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  a  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  he  must  recall  that  the  population 
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allocation  provision  of  the  bill  was  not 
written  in  our  committee.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  came  to  us  from  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Association  of  Highway  Officials, 
which  very  strongly  endorses  the  phil¬ 
osophy  in  the  bill  which  recognizes  the 
population  factor  in  connection  with  in¬ 
terstate  highways.  Also,  in  the  bill 
which  came  to  the  Senate  from  the 
House,  $50  million  more  was  appropri¬ 
ated  for  interstate  highways,  and  on  a 
formula  recognizing  the  greater  impor¬ 
tance  of  population  in  connection  with 
the  interstate  roads. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  seems  to 
convey  the  impression  that  this  philoso¬ 
phy  has  been  written  into  the  bill  by 
Senators  from  the  more  populous  States. 
I  venture  to  remind  the  Senator  that 
that  has  not  been  the  case  at  all.  We 
on  the  committee  have  really  taken  the 
philosophy  which  has  been  handed  us 
by  the  experts,  and  also,  I  might  say,  by 
the  administration  and  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  This  idea  did  not  origi¬ 
nate  in  our  committee. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  for  his  contribution  to  the 
discussion  and  to  the  fortification  of  the 
arguments  being  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma.  I  did  not  accuse  the 
members  of  the  committee  which  re¬ 
ported  the  measure  to  the  Senate  of  hav¬ 
ing  no  originality  whatsoever.  I  merely 
said  they  followed  a  pattern  dictated  by 
the  interests  of  the  States  which  they 
represented.  I  only  said  they  followed 
the  pattern  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  great  Senator  from 
Connecticut  that  he  is  beginning  what  I 
hope  will  be  a  long  and  distinguished 
career.  But  if  he  lets  the  Highway  As¬ 
sociation  of  the  United  States  tell  him 
how  to  vote,  I  must  say  that  he  will  not 
be  doing  justice  to  his  own  great  intel¬ 
lect  and  ability. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  for  his  advice  and  also  for  his 
very  kind  compliment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes,  sir.  If  it  was  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  in  the  form  of  advice,  I 
will  withdraw  it.  I  intended  it  only  as 
an  observation,  as  a  courtesy,  and  as  a 
compliment. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senate  that  this  was 
not  the  only  formula  or  the  only  lan¬ 
guage  considered  by  the  committee.  The 
distinguished  committee  had  every  op¬ 
portunity  in  the  world  to  use  some  origi¬ 
nality  and  to  write  its  own  language. 
They  had  every  opportunity  in  the  world 
to  follow  the  historical  pattern,  because 
they  were  reminded  of  it.  It  was  read 
to  them.  I  do  not  think  they  drafted 
the  bill  in  this  way  simply  because  the 
Association  of  Highway  Departments,  or 
contractors,  or  engineers,  recommended 
it.  I  simply  think  they  used  that  as  an 
argument  to  follow  up  and  fortify  the 
position  which  they  took,  which  I  do 
them  the  credit  of  recognizing  was  dic¬ 
tated  by  the  interests  of  their  States. 
But  I  remind  the  Senate  that  their  ac¬ 
tion  is  not  binding  on  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  It  is  not  binding  on  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  and  I  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  oppose  the  proposed  new  for¬ 
mula  as  unjust  and  discriminatory 
language  in  the  bill  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Payne  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  listening  to  the 
colloquy  between  the  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma  and  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
I  believe  I  heard  some  comment  which 
described  the  nature  of  the  interstate 
highway  system.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  properly  informed  that  the 
interstate  highway  program  which  is 
contemplated  under  the  bill  is  mainly 
a  primary  highway  program? 

Mr.  KERR.  No,  but  every  mile  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  what  has  been  known  as  the 
primary  highway  system. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
the  interstate  system  is  included  in  what 
is  now  known  as  the  primary  highway 
system? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  primary  system  in¬ 
cludes  every  mile  of  what  is  now  being 
called  the  interstate  system. 

\  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  that  one  sys¬ 
tem  really  complements  the  other.  Am 
I  correct  in  my  understanding? 

Mr.  KERR.  One  system  includes  the 
other. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  the  view  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  an  in¬ 
tegrated  highway  system  is  of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  our  national  security  and 
national  defense? 

Mr.  KERR.  Certainly,  and  the  whole 
primary  system,  which  constitutes  6  or 
7  times  as  many  miles  as  are  included 
in  the  interstate  highway  system,  is  of 
nearly  as  much  importance  as  this  limit¬ 
ed  part  of  the  system  called  the  inter¬ 
state  highway  system,  if  not  of  equal 
importance. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
aware  of  the  fact,  is  he  not,  that  the 
Record  of  yesterday  and  the  day  before 
indicate  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  the 
proposed  formula  was  suggested,  which 
formula  benefits  the  more  populous 
)  States  in  terms  of  the  Federal  grants, 
was  that  the  more  densely  populated 
States  have  greater  costs  to  bear  in  the 
construction  of  highways? 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  it  was  because  the 
more  densely  populated  States  had  a 
majority  of  the  members  on  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  say,  such  an  ar¬ 
gument  was  made,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  force  of  that 
argument  is  that  the  thinly  populated 
States,  by  whatever  legal  measures 
might  be  necessary  to  obtain  land  for  the 
purpose  of  road  construction,  would  have 
less  costs  to  bear. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  think  that  is  a  reason¬ 
able  deduction. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  was  the  ar¬ 
gument  that  was  made,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  not  likewise 
true  that  the  more  densely  populated 
States  have  greater  sources  of  revenue 
than  sparsely  populated  States? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes;  and  fewer  miles  of 
road  to  construct. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words,  in 
the  Far  West,  the  Middle  West,  and  in 
some  areas  of  the  Southwest,  or  prac¬ 
tically  all  parts  of  the  Southwest,  the 
area  to  be  covered  in  terms  of  construc¬ 
tion  is  much  greater,  it  is  not,  than  that 
which  would  be  necessary  in  most  of  the 
thickly  populated  States  which  would 
be  given  the  benefits  under  the  proposal? 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  referring 
to  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  roads? 

'  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  received 
communications  from  some  of  our  col¬ 
leagues.  I  have  in  my  hands  a  com¬ 
munication  signed  by  the  two  Senators 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins  and  Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett!.  I  also  have  another  communica¬ 
tion  signed  by  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]. 

I  notice  in  the  communication  from 
the  two  Senators  from  Utah  that  accord¬ 
ing  to  an  analysis  of  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  apportionment  of  interstate  high¬ 
way  funds  to  the  States  under  the  new 
population  formula  of  S.  2859,  as  con¬ 
trasted  with  the  amount  that  would  be 
received  by  them  if  the  entire  total  au¬ 
thorizations  for  fiscal  1956  and  1957  were 
apportioned  under  the  existing  Federal- 
aid  formula,  29  States  would  lose  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  of  Federal  moneys.  Is 
that  the  understanding  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes,  it  is;  and  that  was 
the  evidence  which  was  presented  before 
the  committee.  That  is  evidence  with 
reference  to  which  there  is  no  contro¬ 
versy.  That  is  evidence  which,  for  all 
purposes  I  know  of,  must  be  accepted  as 
fact. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  notice  that  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  would  lose  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,186,000.  I  may  say  that  the 
State  of  Minnesota  would  also  lose  $1,- 
186,000,  under  this  formula,  according  to 
the  analysis  of  the  two  Senators  to 
whom  I  have  referred. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
eminently  correct.  That  is  for  a  2-year 
period.  Such  figures  are  based  on  an 
allocation  of  $150  million,  which  the 
House  bill  increased  and  which  some 
members  of  the  Senate  committee 
wanted  to  increase,  and  the  new  formula 
applies  to  only  half  of  the  sum  author¬ 
ized  for  the  interstate  system. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  I  appreci¬ 
ate  his  alertness  and  his  vigilance  in  the 
Senate.  Not  only  would  the  States  of 
Oklahoma  and  Minnesota  lose,  by  the 
passage  of  the  bill,  approximately  $1,- 
200,000,  but,  as  stated  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  the  en¬ 
tering  wedge  would  be  driven  in  the 
right  direction.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  stated  that  the  bill  was  good  so 
far  as  it  went,  but  he  did  not  think  it' 
went  far  enough.  I  venture  to  say  that 
if  one  were  to  cross-examine  and  probe 
the  minds  of  the  other  Senators  favoring 
the  bill,  they  also  would  say  it  does  not 
go  far  enough.  If  they  get  this  bill 
through,  this  will  not  be  nearly  so  far 
as  they  will  go  the  next  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  the  Senator 
aware  of  the  fact  that  there  is  a  con¬ 


certed  move  to  take  the  Federal  gas  tax 
and  allocate  it  to  the  States  on  the 
basis  of  the  amount  of  the  collections 
from  the  States?  In  other  words,  the 
move  is  to  do  away  with  the  Federal  gas 
tax  and  let  such  States  as  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  New  York,  and  Michigan 
get  their  gas  tax  back  and  keep  it,  and 
not  let  such  taxes  be  taken  into  the  gen¬ 
eral  revenue  funds  to  be  used  for  the 
general  purposes  of  the  Government.  Is 
not  the  purpose  of  the  pending  bill  a 
part  of  the  same  pattern?  Is  it  not  part 
of  the  pattern,  in  other  words,  really  to 
disregard  the  national  interest  and  to 
p,lace  the  emphasis  on  the  basis  of  pro¬ 
vincial,  parochial,  or  State  interest,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  serving  the  great  national 
program  of  highways? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  is  eminently  correct,  and  this  is 
put  part  and  parcel  of  the  ancient  prin¬ 
ciple  that  “they  that  have  a  great  deal 
shall  get  the  rest,  and  they  that  ain’t 
got  so  much,  shall  lose  what  they  have.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  not  that  the 
same  principle  as  the  saying  “He  who 
has,  gets;  and  he  who  gets,  gets  more?” 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct; 
and  I  am  delighted  to  have  heard  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
and  I  am  glad  that  he  is  fighting  for  jus¬ 
tice  and  the  welfare  of  the  State  of  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  joining  the 
issue.  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  go  over  all  the  matters  pertaining  to 
the  bill,  but  I  did  look  at  the  Record  for 
the  last  2  days,  and  I  have  seen  the 
report  of  the  committee.  I  have  discov¬ 
ered  very  little  to  show  that  the  tradi¬ 
tional  formula  which  has  been  in  effect 
has  become  unworkable.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  has  worked  quite  well.  My  feeling 
is  that  this  country  needs  a  great  public 
highway  program,  and  a  much  broader 
and  expanded  highway  program,  but  I 
do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to  tinker  with 
the  formula.  What  we  really  need  is 
money  to  be  applied  to  roads.  If  we  get 
the  money,  we  can  build  the  roads;  but  if 
we  get  the  money  and  then  tinker  with 
the  formula,  certain  areas  are  going  to 
be  foreclosed  greatly  in  their  capacity  to 
build  highways. 

I  think  we  have  got  to  ask  some  ques¬ 
tions.  If  we  are  going  to  have  a  great 
national  highway  system,  we  must  think 
about  how  great  roads  will  be  con¬ 
structed  through  the  States  of  the  Far 
West  and  the  Rocky  Mountain  area, 
where  costs  are  terrific,  and  also  in  the 
midwestern  area,  where  land  costs  are 
high  because  of  the  fertility  of  the  soil 
and  the  price  of  the  land. 

We  have  to  think  not  only  in  terms 
of  the  number  of  roads  in  California, 
Pennsylvania,  Michigan,  New  York,  or 
other  Eastern  States,  but  also  how  cars 
are  going  to  travel  across  the  country. 
People  who  live  in  the  States  I  have 
mentioned  do  business  across  the  coun¬ 
try.  An  integrated  highway  system  is 
just  as  important  in  the  interior  of 
America  as  at  the  terminal  points.  Ob¬ 
viously,  the  formula  which  has  been  con¬ 
cocted  discriminates  against  29  States, 
and  if  Hawaii  and  Alaska  should  be  ad¬ 
mitted  as  States,  it  would  discriminate 


No.  64 - 4 


4502 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  April  7. 


against  31  of  the  50  States.  Perhaps  we 
should  examine  it.  I  intend  to  examine 
it  very,  very  carefully. 

Let  me  say  at  this  point  that  I  have 
not  read  or  seen  or  heard  anything  to 
indicate  to  me  that  the  new  formula 
pertaining  to  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  is  anything  more  than  what  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  said  of  it, 
namely,  a  formula  arrived  at  because 
the  heavily  populated  States  have  on  the 
committee  more  members  than  do  the 
less  heavily  populated  States;  the  old 
formula  was  changed  simply  on  the  basis 
that  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
committee  had  the  voting  strength  to 
do  it.  I  do  not  think  such  procedure 
adds  anything  to  the  merit  or  strength 
of  the  Nation’s  overall  highway  pro¬ 
gram;  in  fact,  I  think  it  weakens  the 

program.  . 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  again  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect  for  every  Member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  The  Members  of  the  committee  are 
intelligent;  they  are  great  Americans; 
and  they  are  fine  representatives  of  their 
States.  But,  after  all,  they  are  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  their  States,  and  the  other 
Senators  are  representatives  of  their 
States.  Although  we  may  have  for  the 
members  of  the  committee  all  the  re¬ 
spect,  esteem,  and  affection  to  which 
they  are  entitled,  and  which  generosity 
on  our  part  would  provide,  I  am  sure 
we  need  not  be  persuaded  to  go  beyond 
the  point  that  the  interest  of  our  own 
States  indicates  as  being  a  fair  one. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 


the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  A  while  ago  reference 
was  made  to  the  fact  that  the  bill  came 
to  us  from  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Let  me  say  this  is  the  first  billion-dollar 
highway  bill  ever  presented  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  real¬ 
izes. 

Let  me  ask  whether  he  also  realizes 
that  of  the  increase  provided  in  this 
bill,  as  compared  with  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  under  last  year’s  bill — the  increase 
being  not  quite  $400  million— 42  percent 
will  go  into  the  interstate  system,  to  be 
matched  by  the  States,  not  on  a  50-50 
basis  with  the  Federal  Government,  but 
on  a  40-60  basis  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 


ernment,  the  States  to  provide  40  percent 
and  the  Federal  Government  to  provide 
60  percent. 

Furthermore,  let  me  point  out  that  un¬ 
der  the  House  version  of  the  bill  88 
percent  of  the  increase  voted  by  the 
House  would  go  to  the  interstate  highway 
system.  All  that  adds  to  the  meaning  of 
the  attempt  to  change  the  formula, 
which  is  the  third  step;  after  receiving 
these  enormous  increases  and  after  re¬ 
ceiving  a  betterment  in  respect  to  the 
matching  basis  of  the  Federal  and  State 
contributions,  the  third  step  is  the  one 
which  goes  too  far,  as  the  Senator  sees 
it,  and  calls  for  a  new  formula,  by  which 
large  amounts  of  the  money  would  be 
transferred  from  the  States  which  need 
it  most. 


Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  eminently  correct,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  I  thank  him  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  further 
to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  recall  seeing  in  the  bill 
any  provision  that  takes  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  tremendous  amount  of  federally- 
owned  land  in  many  sections  of  the 
country? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  bill  contains  allow¬ 
ances  which  take  some  note  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  to  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  refers,  and  does  so  on  the  basis  of 
making  considerable  increases,  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  authorizations  of  former 
years. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  believe  that  the  alloca¬ 
tions  and  allotments  which  would  be 
made  for  federally  owned  land,  and 
which  under  the  bill,  as  it  is  reported, 
represent  increases  over  the  allotments 
under  the  previous  formula,  would  be 
adequate  to  cover  the  present  cost  of 
highway  construction  in  many  areas  of 
the  West  and  Southwest  where  the  high¬ 
ways  have  to  be  constructed  across  des¬ 
ert  lands,  mountains,  and  other  very  dif¬ 
ficult  terrain? 

Mr.  KERR.  On  the  basis  of  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee — and  cer¬ 
tainly  this  is  true,  aside  from  the  amount 
of  increase  for  the  interstate  highway 
system — I  would  say  the  roads  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  has  in  mind  will 
receive  an  increase  which  will  be  pro¬ 
portionate  to  the  increases  provided  in 
the  bill  for  the  other  roads. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So,  insofar  as  fed¬ 
erally  owned  lands  are  concerned — and, 
of  course,  a  consideration  of  that  prob¬ 
lem  involves,  basically,  the  West  and  the 
Southwest — is  it  correct  to  say  that  the 
committee  gave  appropriate  considera¬ 
tion  to  and  made  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment  for  those  lands,  by  means  of  the 
new  formula,  so  as  to  compensate  the 
States  concerned? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  say  that  propor¬ 
tionate  provision  is  made  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me  at 
this  point? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  think  it  is  a  fair  state¬ 
ment  that  in  the  bill  the  Western  States 
receive  better  treatment  than  they  have 
received  in  any  other  road  bill  presented 
to  the  Congress.  In  this  bill  the 
amounts  for  the  Western  States  are 
larger,  and  the  bill  also  retains  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  allowing  credit  for  the  land 
owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  have  that  point  clarified,  because 
I  think  it  has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the 
so-called  matching  formula.  In  other 
words,  we  must  take  into  consideration 
the  areas  to  be  covered  and  also  the  tax 
base  and  the  per  capita  income  and  the 
volume  of  production.  All  those  factors 
affect  the  ability  of  the  States  to  finance 
their  share  of  a  highway-construction 
program. 

Although  my  State  is  rather  produc¬ 
tive  and  rather  prosperous,  and  al¬ 
though  we  have  been  able  to  do  a  fairly 
good  job  with  our  highway  program,  I 


do  not  think  any  of  us  should  be  think¬ 
ing  only  in  terms  of  the  highway  system 
of  his  own  State.  On  the  contrary,  each 
one  of  us  should  be  thinking  in  terms  of 
an  interstate  system  covering  many 
States. 

It  seems  to  me  that  a  factor  based  on 
the  volume  of  traffic  and  the  size  of 
population  is  not  a  valid  one  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  connection  with  this  matter, 
because  a  large  amount  of  traffic,  large 
numbers  of  automobile  registrations, 
and  a  large  population  are  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  large  tax  base  and  a  large 
per  capita  income.  Mr.  President,  any¬ 
one  who  thinks  that  the  determining 
factors  proper  for  consideration  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formula  to  be  used  are 
those  based  on  a  large  volume  of  traffic, 
large  numbers  of  automobile  registra¬ 
tions,  and  a  large  population  should  ex¬ 
amine  the  record,  for  the  fact  is  that 
the  States  which  rate  the  highest  on  the 
basis  of  those  factors  are,  generally 
speaking,  States  which  are  comparative¬ 
ly  small  in  area,  whereas  the  States 
which  have  very  large  areas,  and  conse¬ 
quently  which  must  construct  very 
many  miles  of  roads,  are  the  States  with 
smaller  populations,  smaller  numbers  of 
automobile  registrations,  and  smaller 
volumes  of  traffic. 

It  is  true  that  the  sparsely  populated 
States  are  long  on  ideas.  However,  all 
of  us  realize  that  roads  are  constructed, 
not  on  ideas,  but  by  means  of  plans  and 
money. 

So  the  question  is,  Where  are  we  to 
obtain  the  money  with  which  to  build  a 
good  interstate  highway  system?  My 
interest  in  that  question  is  my  reason  for 
bringing  out  these  points. 

Insofar  as  I  can  see,  at  least  at  this 
stage — and  I  suppose  the  debate  on  this 
measure  will  continue  for  some  time — it 
appears  to  me  that  the  new  formula 
provided  for  in  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  committee  will  cause  my  State 
to  lose  approximately  $1,200,000.  Cer¬ 
tainly  I  credit  the  committee  with  en¬ 
deavoring  to  do  a  conscientious  job. 
However,  at  a  time  when  our  State  needs 
more  roads,  and  in  view  of  my  realiza¬ 
tion  that  the  national  interstate  road 
system  is  most  important  to  all  the 
States  and  all  the  people,  I  cannot  be 
very  happy  about  a  new  formula  which 
will  cause  my  State  to  lose  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,200,000 — just  so  that  it  can 
be  said  the  formula  is  new.  I  do  not  need 
that  much  of  a  New  Look,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  Under  the  circumstances,  I  pre¬ 
fer  to  get  along  with  the  old  one. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  in  conclu¬ 
sion,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  great  con¬ 
centration  of  population  is  on  the  east¬ 
ern  seaboard,  in  the  north-central  part 
of  the  Nation,  on  the  west  coast,  and  in 
limited  areas  on  the  southern  coast. 

An  adequate  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  must  connect  those  areas;  it  is  just 
as  necessary  for  that  system  to  be  built 
across  Oklahoma,  connecting  the  East 
and  the  West  and  the  North  and  the 
South,  as  it  is  for  it  to  be  built  on  the 
eastern  coast,  after  one  gets  there;  and 
on  the  West  coast,  after  one  gets  there; 
and  in  Michigan,  after  one  gets  there; 
and  along  the  southermost  border,  after 
one  gets  there. 
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Yet  the  bill  would  penalize  the  con¬ 
necting  areas  where  the  greater  mileage 
is,  and  where  the  service  is  equal  to  that 
rendered  in  the  other  areas;  and  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  amount  to  a  pre¬ 
mium  or  a  bonus  to  the  areas  less  en¬ 
titled  to  it  on  the  basis  of  equity  and 
justice. 

Mr.  President,  one  can  travel  all  over 
Connecticut — a  delightful  and  marvelous 
State,  in  which  I  have  traveled;  but  in 
order  to  travel  on  and  make  use  of  an 
interstate  highway,  one  must  leave  Con¬ 
necticut.  To  reach  California,  one  must 
cross  the  midlands.  Travelers  from 
California  must  cross  the  midlands  to 
get  to  Connecticut.  That  is  what  makes 
the  highway  system  an  interstate  sys¬ 
tem.  The  midland  section  is  just  as  vital 
as  the  section  in  the  area  of  the  termini 
of  these  grekt  interstate  roads.  Yet  it 
is  proposed  that  States  with  the  smallest 
area,  contributing  the  smallest  amount 
to  the  interstate  highway  system  so  far 
as  area  is  concerned,  shall  receive  the 
greatest  allotments  and  that  States 
which  must  provide  the  longer  stretches 
of  road,  available  in  all  four  directions, 
shall  be  penalized,  and  receive  a  lesser 
amount  of  money  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  to  build  what  is  recognized  as 
a  national  defense  project.  The  pro¬ 
posal  is  based  upon  the  principle  of 
States  which  receive  the  least  paying  the 
most. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


PROVISION  FOR  ORDERLY  USE,  IM¬ 
PROVEMENT,  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  NATIONAL  FORESTS  AND 

OTHER  LANDS— MOTION  TO  RE¬ 
CONSIDER 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my  mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
Senate  bill  2548  previously  passed  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  request  for  a 
moment? 

Mr.  WELKER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
have  reference  to  the  conservation  and 
reforestation  bill? 

Mr.  WELKER.  It  is  a  bill  to  facilitate 
the  administration  of  the  national  for¬ 
ests  and  other  lands  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  to 
provide  for  the  orderly  use,  improve¬ 
ment,  and  development  thereof ;  and  for 
other  purposes.  The  bill  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  March  8,  and  my  motion  was  en¬ 
tered  on  March  9. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Will  the  Senator 
be  kind  enough  to  withhold  his  request 
for  a  moment,  until  I  can  confer  with 
him? 

Mr.  WELKER.  Very  well,  provided  I 
do  not  lose  the  floor.  I  have  been  wait¬ 
ing  for  2  hours. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  wish  to 
be  discourteous  or  unmindful  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  request,  but  I  must  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  talk  with  the  Senator  be¬ 
fore  I  agree  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request.  Perhaps  at  a  later  hour  we  can 


persuade  whatever  Senator  has  the  floor 
to  yield  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  WELKER.  In  order  that  we  may 
have  an  opportunity  to  confer,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President - ■ 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  had  concluded. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  brief  observation. 

Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Has  my  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  be  permitted  to  with¬ 
draw  my  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  Senate  bill  2548  was  passed 
been  acted  upon? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
not. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  withdraw  my  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  Senate  bill  2548 
passed  the  Senate  on  March  8. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  the 
reason  why  I  made  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  Senate  bill  2548 
was  passed,  is  that  when  the  bill  came 
before  this  body  I  was  in  the  hospital  and 
unable  to  be  present. 

The  committee  print  shows  that  I 
made  vigorous  objection  to  the  scope  of 
the  provision  relating  to  court  appeals, 
and  to  other  provisions  of  the  bill.  I 
have  reluctantly  asked  for  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  my  motion  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed  be¬ 
cause  I  feel  that  I  had  a  fundamental 
and  good  proposal  to  be  considered  by 
this  body. 

For  example,  I  thought  I  was  doing 
something  for  the  vast  livestock  industry 
which  uses  the  forest  reserves  of  the 
United  States  Government.  Briefly,  my 
amendment  would  have  provided  for  an 
appeal  to  a  court  of  law  if  a  permittee 
or  user  of  the  forest  land  had  been  arbi¬ 
trarily,  capriciously,  or  unlawfully  sub¬ 
jected  to  a  reduction  in  allotment. 
Some  of  the  forest  land  has  been  used 
by  permittees  for  hundreds  of  years.  In 
other  words,  Mr.  President,  my  amend¬ 
ment  went  to  the  point  that  I  argued 
before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  of  which  I  am  a  member.  For 
example,  if  the  Presiding  Officer  were  op¬ 
erating  500  head  of  cattle  on  a  certain 
forest  reserve,  and  a  regional  forester  or 
an  administrator  of  the  Forest  Service 
came  to  him  and  said,  “You  will  cut 
down  your  herd  by  50  percent,”  the  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer  could  appeal  to  the  chief 
of  the  Forest  Service.  I  have  never 
heard  of  any  Forest  Service  chief  over¬ 


ruling  anyone  in  his  organization.  Mr. 
President,  if  you  were  denied  the  right 
of  appeal  you  would  have  the  right  of 
appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
It  was  stated  in  the  debate  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  for¬ 
mer  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  that  in  his 
opinion,  he  was  the  only  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  who  ever  even  listened  to  an 
appeal,  let  alone  overruled  one. 

That  is  the  basis  on  which  I  urged  the 
adoption  of  my  amendment  .  I  was  too 
late  in  arguing  it.  Some  people  were  led 
to  believe  that  the  conclusion  of  the 
committee  was  unanimous,  but  that  is 
not  so. 

Going  back  again  to  my  point,  if  the 
administrator  cut  the  Presiding  Officer's 
allotment,  say,  of  500  head  of  cattle,  to 
250  head  of  cattle,  he  would  have  to  ac¬ 
cept  that  administrative  decision, 
whether  the  administrator  was  a  Demo¬ 
crat  or  a  Republican.  That  I  do  not 
like. 

There  are  other  provisions  in  the  bill 
which  I  do  not  like.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  would  grant  you  the  right  of  appeal 
with  respect  to  other  matters,  but  not 
with  reference  to  a  situation  in  which, 
if  I  were  a  forest  ranger  or  supervisor  or 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  or  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  I  could  force  you  to 
dispense  with  one-half  of  your  livestock, 
on  which  you  have  had  an  allotment 
from  the  Forest  Service  for  many  years. 
That  means,  Mr.  President,  that  you 
would  be  ruined,  and  you  would  have  to 
take  your  cattle  to  market  and  sell  it  for 
whatever  you  could  get  for  it.  It  is 
utterly  wrong. 

I  believe  in  a  government  of  laws,  not 
a  government  of  men.  I  believe  that 
any  person  who  is  deprived  of  any  prop¬ 
erty  right,  such  as  the  permissive  use  of 
national  forest  lands,  year  after  year,  is 
entitled  to  protect  that  right. 

Let  us  keep  in  mind  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  went  only  to  the  capricious  and 
arbitrary  abuse  of  discretion  on  the  part 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service. 

Let  us  consider  a  man  who  has  500 
head  of  sheep  or  50  head  of  cattle.  It 
would  mean  in  the  case  I  have  indicated 
that  in  order  to  get  relief — which  he 
would  never  get,  of  course — he  would 
have  to  come  from  Idaho,  Wyoming,  or 
Oregon,  to  Washington.  A  decision 
made  by  the  administration  in  Wash¬ 
ington  would  be  absolutely  final. 

In  my  proposed  amendment,  for  which 
I  argued  earnestly,  I  even  went  to  the 
extent  of  making  the  permittee,  the  little 
livestock  operator,  put  up  a  bond  to  in¬ 
sure  that  he  would  not  appeal  to  the 
courts  unless  he  was  justified  in  so  doing, 
and  in  the  event  he  did  appeal  and  was 
not  justified  in  making  the  appeal  he 
would  be  assessed  the  damages  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  sustained. 

I  am  sorry  I  did  not  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  present  the  matter  to  the  full 
Senate.  I  realize  I  do  not  have  the  votes 
or  the  horsepower  to  get  the  amend¬ 
ment  through  the  Senate.  However,  I 
assure  the  Senate  that  next  year  I  shall 
be  here  with  the  same  amendment,  and 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  pay  more  atten¬ 
tion  to  it  than  the  committee  did. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
with  reference  to  the  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  request  to  withdraw  the  motion  to 
reconsider,  to  which  I  have  no  objection, 

I  should  like  to  have  printed  in  the 
record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  a 
statement  which  I  have  prepared  on 
S.  2548. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Humphrey 

PROTECTING  THE  PUBLIC’S  INTEREST 

Legislation  for  which  President  Elsenhower 
asked  approval  of  the  Congress  in  his  state 
of  the  Union  message  "to  improve  the  con¬ 
servation  and  management  of  publicly  owned 
grazing  lands  in  national  forests  is  now 
overwhelmingly  opposed  by  major  conserva¬ 
tion  groups  of  the  country. 

I  have  written  members  of  the  House  Ag¬ 
riculture  Committee  as  follows: 

"Under  an  attractive  facade  of  what  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  constructive  purpose,  I  am 
afraid  the  Senate  has  acted  contrary  to  the 
country’s  best  interests  in  approving  in 
rather  routine  fashion  S.  2548.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  the  measure  was  not  adequately 
studied  or  understood,  and  as  a  result  was 
not  opposed  in  the  Senate  in  the  belief  that 
it  would  serve  rather  than  weaken  con¬ 
servation  efforts. 

"Subsequent  to  the  Senate’s  approval,  ac¬ 
tion  of  conservation  groups  indicates  my 
fears  about  this  measure  were  justified. 
Twenty  of  the  leading  conservtion  groups  in 
our  country  are  now  on  record  as  opposed 
to  this  bill  as  being  contrary  to,  rather  than 
in  support  of,  sound  conservation  policy.” 

The  conservation  groups  opposing  S.  2548 
are  the  North  American  Wildlife  Foundation, 
the  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Sport 
Fishing  Institute,  Soil  Conservation  Society 
of  America,  Audubon  Society  of  D.  C„  Sierra 
Club,  International  Wildlife  Protection, 
Nature  Conservancy,  Friends  of  the  Land, 
Independent  Timber  Farmers  of  America, 
the  Wildlife  Society,  National  Association  of 
Soil  Conservation  Districts,  Outdoor  Writers 
Association  of  America,  American  Planning 
and  Civic  Association,  National  Parks  Asso¬ 
ciation,  American  Nature  Association,  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  International  As¬ 
sociation  of  Game,  Fish  and  Conservation 
Commissioners,  the  Wilderness  Society,  and 
the  Forest  Conservation  Society  of  America. 
In  my  letter  to  the  House  committee  I  fur¬ 
ther  stated: 

"It  appears  rather  significant  to  me  that 
a  measure  proposed  as  carrying  out  the 
conservation  aims  of  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage  to  the  Congress  is  opposed  by  such  a 
formidable  group  as  now  say  this  is  a  bad 
bill. 

"I  believe  the  House  should  listen  to  the 
advice  of  such  respected  conservation  leaders 
as  Dr.  Hugh  H.  Bennett,  Dr.  Harold  J. 
Coolidge,  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  George  Heidrick, 
Dr.  R.  W.  Eschmeyer,  George  B.  Fell,  Dr.  Ira 
N.  Gabrielson,  Howard  Zahniser,  Jonathan 
Forman,  William  Voight,  Jr.,  Harry  E.  Rad- 
cliffe,  Michael  Hudoba,  David  Brower,  Fred 
M.  Packard,  Miss  Harlean  James,  and  Mrs. 
Gifford  Pinchot — and  kill  this  administra¬ 
tion  proposal  which  hides  behind  the  name 
of  conservation  while  undermining  sound 
conservation  policy.” 

This  bill  would  make  it  more  difficult  in 
the  long  run  to  maintain  forest  range  use 
as  a  privilege  rather  than  as  a  private  right. 
The  House  should  act  to  protect  the  con¬ 
servation  traditions  best  serving  the  interest 
of  the  American  people. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3184)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 


plement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended,  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  as  far 
back  as  I  can  remember  I  favored  the 
development  of  a  great  road  system, 
both  under  Federal  auspices  and  under 
State  auspices.  There  is  nothing  of 
greater  value  to  the  country  and  to  its 
people  than  an  easy,  safe,  and  economi¬ 
cal  means  of  transportation.  Through¬ 
out  the  years  I  have  been  in  public  office 
I  have  continuously  favored  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  road  system. 

Frankly,  I  was  shocked  when  I  heard 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr] — and  I  am  sorry  he  is 
not  in  the  Chamber  at  the  present  time — 
state  that  the  attitude  of  the  Senators 
who  are  opposed  to  the  Chavez  amend¬ 
ment  was  based  on  purely  selfish 
grounds.  He  stated  that  defeat  of  the 
amendment  and  the  adoption  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  formula  would  mean  discrimina¬ 
tion  against  29  States. 

I  say  to  you,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
formula  which  has  been  adhered  to  for 
a  great  many  years  has  meant  the 
penalization  of  many  States,  including 
my  own  State  of  New  York,  and  that 
penalization  is  more  drastic  today  than 
it  has  ever  been.  I  believe  that  Senators 
who  support  the  Chavez  amendment, 
which  would  continue  the  old  formula 
and  give  no  effect  whatever  to  the  popu¬ 
lation  factor  in  a  State,  have  disregarded 
the  fact  that  the  populous  States  are  un¬ 
der  expenses  in  the  development  of  their 
highway  systems  which  are  not  par¬ 
alleled  in  many,  if  any,  of  the  sparsely 
populated  States. 

I  speak  only  for  New  York — but  I  dare 
say  I  could  speak  also  for  New  Jersey  and 
Ohio  and  Rhode  Island  and  other  heavily 
populated  States,  although  I  do  not  as¬ 
sume  to  speak  for  them — when  I  say  that 
we  have  expenses  which  are  entirely  un¬ 
known  and  not  required  in  States  of 
smaller  population.  We  in  the  highly 
and  densely  populated  States  have  areas 
which  naturally  and  inevitably  require 
far  greater  expenses  in  the  building  of 
roads  than  is  the  case  in  other  States. 
We  have  expenses  not  only  in  connection 
with  the  ingress  to  and  egress  from  our 
cities,  but  also  greater  costs  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquiring  of  rights-of-way 
and  in  the  condemnation  of  property, 
which  are  inherent  in  the  construction  of 
any  highway  system. 

The  number  of  people  from  other 
States  who  use  the  roads  in  New  York 
and  in  California  is  as  great,  in  my 
opinion,  as  the  number  of  people  who 
live  in  the  States  of  smaller  population. 
It  is  not  possible  to  get  to  New  York  or 
to  California  without  passing  through 
States  such  as  Illinois,  Michigan,  New 
Jersey,  Ohio,  or  Pennsylvania.  They 
are  all  so-called  highly  populated  States. 
According  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  they  are  desirous  of 
putting  something  over  on  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  great  dif¬ 
ference,  also,  between  the  character  of 
roads  which  have  to  be  built  in  States 
such  as  New  York  or  New  Jersey  and 
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those  which  are  built  in  less  populated 
States,  such  as  Mississippi,  Wyoming, 
South  Dakota,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  other 
States.  There  is  no  standard  of  road 
building  under  the  Federal  act.  Of 
course,  plans  for  building  roads  have  to 
be  approved  by  the  highway  commis¬ 
sioners.  Whereas  States  with  small 
populations  can  build  two-lane  roads, 
or,  at  the  most,  three-lane  roads,  we  in 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  have  to  build 
roads  of  great  width,  divided  roads,  en¬ 
tailing  very  great  expense. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  first  became  an 
official  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in 
1928,  and  later  became  its  governor,  we 
were  able  to  build  what  we  thought  were 
fine  roads  for  less  than  $100,000  a  mile. 
Today  the  same  roads,  if  reconstructed, 
would  cost  from  a  million  dollars  to  two 
million  dollars  a  mile,  not  because  the 
quality  would  be  better,  but  because  we 
do  not  dare  any  longer  to  build  two-  and 
three-lane  roads.  We  have  to  build 
great  highways  to  take  care  of  the  den¬ 
sity  of  traffic. 

So,  Mr.  President,  New  York  and  New 
Jersey,  by  reason  of  their  vastly  greater 
problems,  by  reason  of  the  greater  den¬ 
sity  of  traffic  which  requires  far  more 
expensive  roads,  and  because  of  the  cost 
of  condemning  and  acquiring  rights-of- 
way  and  other  properties,  are  under  an 
expense  which  States  of  smaller  popu¬ 
lation  do  not  have  to  incur. 

Reference  has  been  made  to  the  fact 
that  New  York  is  a  wealthy  State.  Of 
course,  it  is  a  wealthy  State.  But  let  it 
not  be  forgotten  that  New  York  pays  into 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States — and 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  be¬ 
longs  to  Wyoming,  Tennessee,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  Idaho,  and  other  States  as  much  as 
it  belongs  to  New  York — far  more  than 
does  any  other  State  in  the  Union,  to  the 
extent  of  approximately  15  percent  of  all 
the  revenues  collected.  Those  revenues 
come  from  income  taxes,  corporation 
taxes,  excise  taxes,  gasoline  taxes,  and 
all  the  other  taxes  which  make  up  our 
fiscal  structure.  New  York  not  only 
pays  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  by  far  the  greatest  amount  of 
money  paid  by  any  other  State,  but  the 
per  capita  payment  of  the  people  of  New 
York  is  greater  than  that  of  any  other 
State  in  the  Union.  I  think  we  are  for¬ 
tunate  to  be  able  to  do  that.  I  certainly 
do  not  begrudge  the  payment  of  taxes. 
I  am  happy  that  New  York  has  a  suffi¬ 
ciently  large  population  and  has  safe¬ 
guarded  its  employment,  its  workers,  and 
its  businessmen  so  that  it  is  able  to  pay 
a  large  sum  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States.  But,  certainly,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  is  no  excuse  for  mulcting  the 
people  of  New  York  in  the  conduct  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say,  and  I  say 
it  with  great  feeling,  that  what  has  been 
said  here  today  by  some  of  my  colleagues 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  expresses  a 
dangerous  theory  and  a  dangerous  prin¬ 
ciple.  As  a  Senator  from  New  York,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  have  never  hesitated 
to  vote  for  large  appropriations  for  many 
public  projects,  even  for  those  which 
did  not  directly  benefit  my  State. 

I  have  voted  for  appropriations  for 
power  development  in  the  South,  in  the 
West,  and  in  the  Northwest.  I  have 
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voted  for  appropriations  for  reclama¬ 
tion  and  irrigation  projects,  when  none 
of  those  developments,  Mr.  President,  di¬ 
rectly  benefited  the  State  of  New  York. 
I  have  voted  for  inland  waterway  devel¬ 
opments,  the  development  of  the  great 
rivers  of  the  West  and  the  Middle  West. 
I  have  voted  for  them  realizing  full  well 
that  they  did  not  benefit  directly  the 
people  of  New  York,  and  that  I  was  sub¬ 
jecting  myself  frequently  to  criticism 
and  blame.  I  voted  for  them  nonethe¬ 
less,  whether  they  were  in  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  Texas,  Idaho,  Minnesota,  or 
Oklahoma,  on  the  theory  that  that  which 
would  serve  the  interests  of  one  part  of 
the  country  would  serve  the  interests  of 
every  part  of  the  country,  including  my 
own  State  of  New  York.  I  think  I  was 
right,  and  I  hope  I  shall  be  able  to  fol¬ 
low  the  same  course  in  the  future. 

I  have  voted  for  agricultural  price 
supports — and  I  am  looking  now  at  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  [Mr. 
Aiken] — when,  after  all,  the  agricultural 
price  supports  for  which  I  have  been 
willing  to  vote  have  provided  very  little 
benefits  to  the  people  of  New  York. 

I  repeat,  that  I  have  been  willing  to  do 
those  things  because  I  believe  we  are  a 
nation,  not  simply  a  federation  of  States. 
What  helps  California,  Idaho,  Arizona, 
New  Mexico,  Illinois,  Minnesota,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  and  Mississippi,  serves  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  my  own  State. 

But,  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  going  to 
legislate  on  the  basis  of  how  a  particular 
bill  affects  one  particular  section  of  the 
country  or  one  particular  State,  and  are 
going  to  make  it  appear  as  if  the  people 
of  that  State  were  voting  against  the 
interests  of  the  Nation,  when,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  I  am  convinced  that  the  old 
formula  penalized  the  densely  populated 
States,  I  can  say,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
incentive  to  vote  in  the  national  interest 
rather  than  in  the  parochial  interest,  in 
the  interest  of  a  narrow  area,  will  have 
been  destroyed. 

I  believe  the  new  formula  is  fair.  I 
believe  it  is  sound,  and,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  certainly  intend  to  vote 
against  the  Chavez  amendment  and  in 
support  of  the  committee  bill  which  is 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  am  very  much 
interested  in  the  observations  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York  con¬ 
cerning  the  problems  of  construction 
costs  in  densely  populated  areas  of  the 
country.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  is 
aware  that  when  New  Jersey  built  its 
now  somewhat  famous  turnpike  the  con¬ 
struction  costs  in  the  northern  end  of 
the  State,  where  there  is  dense  popula¬ 
tion,  ran,  in  some  instances,  as  high  as 
$7  million  or  $8  million  a  mile,  whereas 
in  my  end  of  the  State,  where  thei-e  is  a 
sparsely  populated  area,  the  costs  ran 
approximately  three  quarters  of  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  mile. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  for  drawing  my  atten¬ 
tion  to  that  part.  I  have  before  me  a 
sheet  showing  the  construction  costs  per 
mile  in  the  various  States.  I  find  that 
in  New  Jersey  the  cost  was  the  highest  of 


any  State  in  the  Union.  I  do  not  know 
the  exact  reason  for  that,  but  I  do  know 
that  the  connecting  links  between  New 
Jersey  and  the  populated  areas  of  New 
York  and  Pennsylvania  are  very  costly. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  The  heavy 
costs  arise  from  the  fact  that  in  New 
Jersey  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  large 
amount  of  bridge  and  overpass  con¬ 
struction. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes.  Thfe  cost  in  New 
Jersey  was  $2,105,000  a  mile.  The  next 
highest  cost  was  in  New  York,  my  own 
State,  $830,000  a  mile. 

My  experience,  like  that  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Jersey,  has  shown  that 
many  times  the  cost  per  mile  is  three  or 
four  times  the  average  cost. 

As  against  that,  we  find  the  cost  in 
Arizona  per  mile — and  these  figures  have 
been  given  to  me  by  the  committee ;  they 
are  not  mine — is  $81,000. 

The  cost  in  Nevada  is  $36,200. 

The  cost  in  New  Mexico,  the  State 
from  which  the  sponsor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  comes,  is  $57,000. 

The  cost  in  Wyoming  is  $62,000. 

I  could  continue  to  read  the  costs  in 
many  other  States  throughout  the  Un¬ 
ion.  Compare  the  cost  of  $36,200  in 
Nevada  and  the  cost  of  $57,000  in  New 
Mexico  with  the  cost  of  $2,105,000  in  New 
Jersey  and  $830,000  in  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  primarily  a  national  question,  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  use  of  Federal  money  raised 
by  Federal  tax  methods.  None  of  us  can 
regard  it  in  any  other  light. 

Ever  since  the  beginning  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  system,  there  has  been  a  desire 
to  use  Federal  gasoline  tax  money  in  the 
Federal  program  for  the  development  of 
a  Federal  system  of  highways.  Sena¬ 
tors  will  remember  that  originally  there 
was  merely  the  Federal-aid  road  system. 
Then  there  was  added  a  secondary  sys¬ 
tem,  to  supply  country  areas.  In  1944, 
it  will  be  recalled,  as  a  result  of  the 
troubles  experienced  in  transportation  in 
the  cities  during  the  war,  there  were 
added  the  urban  systems. 

Senators  will  recall  that  in  the  same 
year,  1944,  largely  as  a  result  of  the  ex¬ 
perience  during  the  war,  a  system  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways  was  created. 

I  shall  not  repeat  what  I  have  already 
stated  in  colloquy  with  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  who  I  am  sorry  is  not  now 
on  the  floor,  but  in  1941  President  Roose¬ 
velt  appointed  a  very  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  Commission,  which  studied  the 
subject  during  the  war  years.  In  1944 
the  Commission  reported  in  favor  of 
setting  up  an  interstate  highway  system, 
based  largely  on  the  war  experience,  and 
on  the  inadequacy  of  road  or  highway 
transportation  as  it  had  appeared  during 
the  war. 

Senators  will  recall  that  of  the  system 
of  strategic  highways,  designated  as  such 
by  officials  of  the  armed  services  during 
the  war,  provision  was  made  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  about  half  of  the  mileage 
of  the  strategic  system,  the  most  neces¬ 
sitous  half  of  that  system.  The  system 
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set  up  to  constitute  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  in  1944  consisted  of  some¬ 
thing  less  than  40,000  miles,  with  a 
40,000-mile  limitation  as  the  maximum 
which  could  be  included,  the  objective 
being  to  include  all  the  principal  trunk 
connections,  so  as  to  enable  access  to 
and  from  every  populated  part  of  the 
country,  so  far  as  going  to  the  hearts  of 
the  various  States  was  concerned,  and 
providing  to  the  various  population  and 
industrial  centers  in  every  State  of  the 
Union. 

Much  was  hoped  from  the  urban  sys¬ 
tem,  and  it  has  appeared  that  something 
could  be  done  under  it,  but  nothing  like 
enough  has  been  done  to  meet  the  criti¬ 
cal  needs  at  the  bottlenecks  of  transpor¬ 
tation,  which  are  in  the  heavily  congest¬ 
ed  centers  of  population. 

Senators  will  remember  that  when  we 
got  into  the  Korean  difficulty,  it  was 
necessary  to  pass  a  special  access  high¬ 
way  authorization  and  to  make  special 
appropriations  under  it,  most  of  which 
were  used.  They  were  for  circumfer¬ 
ential  routes  around  the  heavy  industry 
areas,  designed  to  enable  traffic  to  go  to 
and  from  cities  and  facilities,  either  for 
the  transportation  of  military  supplies, 
or  for  reaching  military  bases  in  the 
neighborhood  of  the  great  cities. 

So  many  reports  have  now  come  to 
the  attention  of  the  committees  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  that  the  commit¬ 
tees  have  been  forced  to  a  realization  of 
the  fact — and  it  is  a  national  fact,  Mr. 
President — that  our  highway  system  is 
not  adequate;  that  its  place  of  greatest 
inadequacy  is  in  the  heavy  centers  of 
population  along  the  mileage  of  the 
interstate  highway  system. 

So  there  have  come  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  various  representatives  from 
highly  reputable  bodies,  who  have  stated 
it  to  be  their  view  that  the  interstate 
highway  system  was  the  bottleneck  and 
should  be  given  the  earliest  and  the  most 
consideration.  The  President  of  the 
United  States,  in  his  budget .  message, 
made  such  an  observation.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  has 
already  put  the  text  of  the  President’s 
message  on  that  subject  in  the  Record. 
Under  Secretary  of  Commerce  Robert  B. 
Murray,  Jr.,  appeared  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  testified,  at  page  38  of  the 
record  of  the  hearings,  as  follows: 

The  administration,  while  stepping  up  its 
participation  generally  throughout  the  Fed¬ 
eral  system,  desires  to  place  greater  emphasis 
than  before  upon  the  deficiency  in  the  inter¬ 
state  system. 

It  was  with  that  in  mind  that  I  was  last 
week  instructed  to  inform  the  House  that 
with  one  amendment  in  H.  R.  7818,  of  which 
S.  2982  is  a  companion  bill,  the  administra¬ 
tion  desired  to  support  that  bill  as  the  ad¬ 
ministration  bill,  and  I  am  here  for  that 
purpose  today,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  House  bill,  which  was  made  the 
administration  bill,  included  $200  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  interstate  system,  and  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  matching  basis  of  60  percent 
of  Federal  money  and  40  percent  of  State 
money.  It  also  provided,  in  order  to 
afford  a  basis  for  a  real  compromise  be¬ 
tween  the  so-called  small  States  and  the 
so-called  great  States,  that  50  percent 
of  the  $200  million  should  be  allotted 
among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  popu- 
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lation,  and  50  percent  on  the  time-hon¬ 
ored  basis  provided  by  section  21  of  the 
Federal-aid  road  bill,  which  is  the  basis 
applicable  to  the  ordinary  primary  road- 
aid  system.  That  was  the  administia- 
tion  measure. 

Other  strong  recommendations  came 
to  us.  For  instance,  there  was  the  re¬ 
peated  recommendation  of  the  Amei  ican 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 
Senators  will  find  it  referred  to  in  various 
places  in  the  Record,  but  it  is  stated  in 
full  from  page  12  to  page  19  of  the  record 
of  the  hearings.  ,  ,  .. 

Senators  will  find  that  the  head  of  the 
Highway  Department  of  the  State  of 
Arkansas,  one  of  the  States  of  large  area 
and  of  relatively  small  population,  ap¬ 
pearing  as  president  of  the  Ameiican 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials, 
and  speaking  for  46  of  the  48  States  who 
had  approved  the  recommendations, 
stated  to  the  Senate  committee  exactly 
the  basis  of  the  recommendations.  Mr. 
President,  those  recommendations  will 
be  found  on  pages  12,  17,  18,  and  19  of 
the  printed  hearings.  I  shall  not  try  to 
repeat  them  in  detail  in  my  remarks,  but 
I  call  attention  to  two  facts  in  them. 

First,  46  of  the  48  States  recommended 
that  $250  million  be  appropriated  for  the 
interstate  system,  and  they  recommended 
that  the  basis  of  distribution  be  *»e  of 
population,  not  fer  half  »f  the  Oisd  sum, 
but  for  all  of  it.  They  recoflBKfrded, 
also,  that  the  matching  ratio  be  75  per¬ 
cent  of  Federal  money  to  25  percent  of 
State  money. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Upon  what  basis  did  the 
highway  commissioner  and  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  highway  officials  base  their 
recommendation  of  the  matching  basis 
of  75  percent  and  25  percent? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  it  was  based 
upon  the  fact  that  there  had  been  a 
brief  experience  with  the  75  percent- 
25  percent  matching  arrangement  dur¬ 
ing  some  of  the  war  years.  I  cannot 
give  the  exact  years  now.  But  the 
Senator  will  recall  that  during  the  war 
years  a  75  percent-25  percent  matching 
basis  was  set  up  for  a  short  time.  It 
proved  to  expedite  the  construction  of 
some  roads  which  were  very  badly 
needed,  and  which  were  a  part  of  the 
system  of  roads  we  are  now  talking 
about. 

Mr.  GORE.  During  that  wartime  ex¬ 
perience,  was  it  not  decided  to  place  it 
upon  a  75-25  percent  basis  because  of 
the  paramount  national  concern  for  the 
construction  of  those  particular  high¬ 
ways? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct;  and  in  order  that  I  may 
make  the  reference  entirely  accurate, 
I  wish  to  say  that  the  act  providing 
for  the  75-25  matching  funds  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  President  Roosevelt  on  Decem¬ 
ber  26,  1941.  That  was  shortly  after 
Pearl  Harbor.  There  was  then  pro¬ 
vided  the  75-25  percent  arrangement  for 
matching  the  funds  which  I  have  just 
mentioned  to  the  Senate.  So  that  the 
highway  officials,  drawing  upon  that  war 
experience,  which  had  proven  effective 
in  getting  construction  of  expensive 


roads  at  the  time  they  were  badly  needed 
during  the  war,  and  with  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  46  of  the  48  of  the  State  highway 
commissions,  made  the  recommendation 
to  which  I  have  referred.  The  situa¬ 
tion  now,  as  compared  with  then,  while 
not  identical  with  that  existing  during 
World  War  II,  is  in  many  respects  com¬ 
parable  when  the  national  security  and 
defense  are  considered. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Will  the  Senator  kindly 
explain  the  composition  of  the  organi¬ 
zation  to  which  he  has  referred? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  organization  is 
the  American  Association  of  State  High¬ 
way  Officials.  It  consists  of  representa¬ 
tives  from  the  highway  departments  of 
each  of  the  States,  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico.  The  Federal 
department  has  a  membership  and  its 
representative  sits  in  the  meetings,  but 
does  not  have  a  right  to  vote  on  this  kind 
of  matter. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  That  would  make  a 
total  membership  of  about  52? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  that  is  cor¬ 
rect,  with  51  members  eligible  to  vote. 
As  we  were  told  in  the  committee  ley 
Mr.  Johnson,  the  head  of  the  highway 
department  of  the  State  of  Arkansas, 
who  was  the  witness,  46  of  the  48  States 
were  represented  and  voted  favorably, 
and  two  States,  which  he  mentioned  as 
the  States  of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona, 
opposed  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  so 
much  for  the  recommendation  of  the 
highway  officials  of  the  Nation.  While 
I  know  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  was  using  his  customary  good 
humor  when  he  indicated  that  some 
Senators  might  be  allowing  the  highway 
departments  of  their  States  to  write  the 
ticket  which  they  would  use,  I  think  it  is 
very  clear  that  Members  of  the  Senate 
have  never  done  that.  I  know  of  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  does  that. 
However,,  I  hope  the  time  will  never  come 
when  a  Member  of  the  Senate  will  not 
have  a  right  to  resort  to  the  skill,  tech¬ 
nical  and  practical  assistance,  and  the 
excellent  advice  which  as  a  rule  is  avail¬ 
able  from  the  career  employees  who 
make  up  the  State  highway  departments 
of  the  several  States.  With  a  recom¬ 
mendation  of  this  kind  coming  in,  by 
the  way,  in  writing,  and  then  presented 
by  Mr.  Johnson,  of  the  Highway  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  greatly  impressed,  and  I 
think  the  committee  should  have  been 
greatly  impressed. 

Furthermore,  the  American  Auto¬ 
mobile  Association  was  present  with  a 
strong  delegation  to  make  the  same  rep¬ 
resentation  in  favor  of  the  interstate 
highway  bill. 

The  American  Municipal  Association 
likewise  was  in  favor  of  the  bill,  and  told 
of  the  struggles  and  troubles  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  get  in  and  out  of  great  cities  and 
large  industrial  areas. 
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In  most  instances,  and  I  believe  in 
every  instance,  these  recommendations 
were  much  more  generous  than  are  the 
provisions  contained  in  the  Senate  bill. 

Most  of  the  organizations  wanted  at 
least  $200  million  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system.  Some  wanted  as  much  as 
$250  million,  as  I  have  already  .stated. 
Some  wanted  the  75-25  matching  basis 
to  be  used.  As  I  now  recall,  all  these 
recommendations  which  reached  the 
committee  proposed  more  generous 
treatment  for  the  big  States  than  the 
bill  provides.  Far  be  it  for  me  to  plead 
always  for  the  big  States,  but  they  are 
the  ones  we  are  hurting.  They  are  the 
ones  who  have  found  it  simply  impos¬ 
sible,  because  of  high  costs,  to  complete 
their  vital  links  in  the  interstate  system. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Though  the  committee 
did  not  agree  to  the  75-25  matching  for¬ 
mula  which  had  been  recommended  to 
it,  did  not  the  committee  approve  a 
60—40  basis  of  matching  for  the  reason 
that  in  the  interstate  highway  develop¬ 
ment,  the  national  interest  was  para¬ 
mount? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  was  exactly  for 
that  reason,  and  that  was  tj^^ame  rea¬ 
son  which  motivated  the  eJwgvess  when, 
in  1941,  it  speeded  the  construction  of 
some  of  the  highways  provided  for  by 
the  act  passed  on  December  26,  1941, 
to  which  I  have  already  alluded. 

Those  who  would  try  to  make  it  ap¬ 
pear  that  Senators  are  provincial  in 
their  viewpoints  when  they  support  the 
action  of  their  committee  I  think  are 
going  very  far  astray.  Some  mention 
was  made  that  the  State  of  Florida  hap¬ 
pens  to  be,  for  the  first  time,  by  the  way, 
in  the  group  of  States  which  are  heav¬ 
ily  populated.  I  have  been  on  the  other 
side  of  the  situation  prior  to  this  bill. 
I  am  glad  the  State  of  Florida  has  had 
enough  growth  in  recent  years  so  that 
it  has  recently  gotten  over  the  line. 
However,  I  wish  to  make  it  clear  for 
the  record  that  Florida  is  so  little  over 
the  line  that  the  difference  coming  to 
Florida  under  one  formula  as  compared 
to  the  other  formula  constitutes  $41,000, 
which,  in  terms  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  is  nothing,  as  Senators  know.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  wishes  to  say  for 
the  benefit  of  his  generous  friends — who 
are  not  present  as  he  speaks  now — that 
he  wishes  them  to  recognize  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  not  supporting 
a  bill  which  happens  to  serve  his  State, 
but  is  supporting  a  bill  which  he  thinks 
is  vital  in  the  public  interest. 

When  the  aid-to-education  bill  was 
before  the  Senate  on  two  occasions,  it 
received  a  favorable  vote  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  from  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  It  has  been  previously  stated 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  that  Flor¬ 
ida  was  one  of  the  States  not  helped  by 
the  bill  because  Florida  happens  to  have 
a  high  standard  of  pay  for  its  teachers, 
and  it  needed  no  aid.  So  the  Senator 
from  Florida  feels  it  is  ungenerous  when 
it  is  stated  that  he  Is  supporting  the 
bill  because  the  State  of  Florida  will  re- 
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ceive  a  few  dollars  more  under  one  allo¬ 
cation  as  compared  to  another. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
for  his  broad  thoughts  and  attitude  in 
this  regard. 

I  should  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
point  out  that  the  accusation  or  in¬ 
nuendo  would  not  apply  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  because  it  is 
my  privilege  to  represent,  in  part,  a  State 
which  will  be,  in  some  respects,  by  some 
interpretations,  adversely  affected  by  the 
change  in  formula.  However,  I  would 
remind  my  colleagues  who  come  from 
the  less  densely  populated  States,  as  I  do, 
that  we  often  ask  our  colleagues  to  vote 
for  Federal  appropriations  from  which 
the  more  densely  populated  States  would 
not  receive  proportionate  benefits.  I 
wish  to  remind  them  that  in  legislation 
such  as  Federal  aid  to  education,  social 
security,  and  so  forth,  Senators  from  so- 
called  poorer  States  are  pleading  for  the 
levying  of  taxes  on  wealth  and  income 
wherever  it  exists  for  the  benefit  of  peo¬ 
ple  wherever  they  are.  Can  we  not  meas¬ 
ure  this  bill  by  the  same  standard?  The 
committee  cannot  properly  be  subject  to 
the  charge  of  being  niggardly  with  the 
sparsely  populated  States.  Let  me  re¬ 
mind  the  senior  Senator  from  Florida 
that  under  the  present  system,  in  Ne¬ 
vada,  for  instance,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  now  pays  84.14  percent  of  Federal 
highway  construction.  And  when  we 
add  the  60-40  matching  basis  on  the  in¬ 
terstate  system,  we  find  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  contribute  87.30 
percent  of  the  money  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  all  Federal-aid  highways  in  that 
State.  I  do  not  cite  this  in  disapproval 
but  as  an  example  to  show  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  not  dealt  unfairly  with 
sparsely  populated  States. 

I  send  to  the  Senator  from  Florida  a 
list  which  shows  the  situation  in  the 
case  of  many  other  States.  For  in¬ 
stance,  in  Arizona  presently  the  percen¬ 
tage  is  71.95.  In  Oregon,  it  is  66.11. 
Upon  passage  of  this  bill,  these  percen¬ 
tages  will  be  increased. 

So  the  bill  will  not  in  any  way  oper¬ 
ate  detrimentally  to  sparsely  settled 
States.  Indeed,  through  the  recogni¬ 
tion  of  public  lands,  Indian  roads,  area, 
and  star  route  mileage,  the  sparsely  set¬ 
tled  States  are  given  due  recognition. 

Here;  however,  we  are  considering  a 
system  of  interstate,  national  highways, 
in  connection  with  which  we  must  give — 
as  I  see  it — more  regard  to  population 
because  it  is  where  the  larger  numbers 
of  people  live  that  4-lane  and  6-lane 
highways  must  be  built  and  where  the 
rights-of-ways  are  extremely  expensive. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Tennessee.  His 
remarks  are  completely  appropriate,  and 
I  believe  them  to  be  entirely  true. 

I  know  that  in  so  far  as  his  own  posi¬ 
tion  is  concerned,  it  is,  as  he  has  sug¬ 
gested,  against  the  interest  of  his  State, 
although  it  happens  that  his  State  will 
not  lose  very  much  as  a  result  of  this 
proposal,  and  I  am  glad  that  is  the  case. 


I  desire  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
all  Senators  that  several  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  have 
taken  that  position  in  the  committee, 
and  several  members  of  the  committee 
are  now  taking  that  position  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  although  their  States  are 
adversely  affected  by  the  provisions  of 
the  present  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  ask 
the  Senator  from  Florida  a  question: 
Is  it  not  true  that  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  Tennessee  and  in  the  interest  of  all 
the  other  States  to  have  an  adequate, 
workable  national  system  of  interstate 
highways,  and  that  the  way  to  obtain 
it  is  by  giving  recognition  to  the  need 
to  allocate  the  most  money  to  the  places 
where  the  greatest  need  exists? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course  that  is 
true.  Any  product  originating  in  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  moving  to  the  large  centers 
of  population  must  move  through  the 
bottlenecks  we  have  been  discussing. 
Any  transportation  of  persons  or  mate¬ 
rials  from  the  great  centers  in  Tennes¬ 
see  must  make  use  of  the  highways  in 
those  bottlenecks. 

As  to  the  State  of  Florida,  the  same 
situation  is  true;  and  of  course  we  mar¬ 
ket  most  of  our  products  in  the  other 
States  of  the  Union. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  we  would 
be  taking  an  extremely  shortsighted 
view  if  we  were  to  think  that  our  States 
would  be  helped  only  to  the  extent  that 
Federal  funds  are  to  come  to  us  under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill.  A  citizen  of 
Tennessee  or  a  citizen  of  any  of  the  other 
States  has,  I  believe,  a  national  interest 
and  a  national  viewpoint,  and  is  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  face  the  fact  that  in 
large  segments  of  the  Nation  there  are 
real  bottlenecks  in  the  national  trans¬ 
portation  system,  and  consequently  a  se¬ 
rious  lack  of  adequate  road  construc¬ 
tion,  and  they  should  receive  aid  in  re¬ 
spect  to  such  construction. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Florida  will  yield  to  me, 
let  me  ask  him  a  question:  Does  he  not 
think  that  a  Senator  who  supports  a 
proposal  to  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  $150  million  for  the  national  inter¬ 
state  highway  system  is  taking  the  na¬ 
tional  view:  and  does  not  the  Senator 
from  Florida  also  believe  that  a  Senator 
who  votes  in.  favor  of  a  60-40  matching 
basis  in  connection  with  the  national 
interstate  highway  system  is  likewise 
taking  the  national  point  of  view? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  such  a  Senator  is  then  taking  a 
viewpoint  that  is  national  and  that  ap¬ 
plies  to  his  State  as  much  as  it  does  to 
other  States. 

I  remind  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
that  his  State,  for  instance,  has  large 
mileage  on  the  interstate  system. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  does  not  seem  to 
be  able  to  get  away  from  a  considera¬ 
tion  of  what  each  Senator’s  State  is  to 
receive. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say,  also,  that  the  60-40  percent 
matching  basis  applies  to  every  dime 
which  will  go  to  Mississippi,  regardless 
of  what  formula  is  used.  As  regards 
the  State  of  Mississippi  and  as  regards 
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all  the  other  States,  including  the  State 
of  Tennessee,  the  problem  of  construct¬ 
ing  an  adequate  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  and  providing  for  adequate  inter¬ 
state  transportation  is — as  was  so  ably 
stated  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee — 
one  of  providing  an  interstate,  national 
system  which  will  be  in  accord  with  the 
proven  needs  of  the  Nation  and  the 
proven  inadequacies  of  the  present  sys¬ 
tem.  Certainly  an  adequate  system  of 
that  sort  has  become  of  much  more  vital 
importance  and  applies  to  a  situation 
involving  much  greater  danger,  because 
of  the  atomic-  and  hydrogen-bomb  age 
in  which  we  live. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  wish  to  detain 
the  Senate  at  great  length.  I  merely 
wish  to  say  that  it  seems  to  me  this  bill 
is  a  very  excellent  compromise,  and 
recognizes  both  the  interests  of  the 
large  and  sparsely  settled  States  and  the 
interests  of  the  States  where  problems  of 
large  population  and  heavy  traffic  exist. 
Incidentally,  at  present  most  of  the  gas¬ 
oline-tax  funds  come  from  the  latter 
group  of  States 

Insofar  as  the  question  of  the  amount 
in  issue  in  connection  with  the  pending 
amendment  is  concerned,  I  wish  to  call 
attention  again  to  the  fact  that  we  are 
not  talking  about  a  revolutionary  change 
or  a  denial  to  States  of  what  they  have 
received  heretofore.  On  the  contrary, 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  we  shall 
be  giving,  from  Federal  funds,  more 
money  for  primary-road  aid  than  has 
ever  before  been  given,  and  more 
money  for  secondary-road  aid  than  has 
ever  before  been  given,  and  more  money 
for  urban-road  aid  than  has  ever  before 
been  given;  and,  also,  we  have  not  dis¬ 
turbed  the  basis  of  allotment  in  the  case 
of  any  of  those  three  excellent  systems. 
To  the  contrary,  in  this  bill  we  insist 
that  IV2  percent,  only,  of  the  entire 
amount  of  authorization  for  each  year 
shall  be  subjected  to  a  new  basis  of  dis¬ 
tribution,  so  that  in  the  bottlenecks  the 
needed  roads  can  be  constructed  more 
quickly  and  more  nearly  in  accord  with 
the  very  grave  need  now  existing. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  had  prepared 
a  table  of  figures  based  upon  the  fine 
table  already  appearing  in  the  hearings, 
on  page  66 ;  but  it  carries  that  table  one 
step  further.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to 
follow  the  matter  upon  the  one-sheet 
exhibit  which  I  am  having  distributed  to 
Senators  at  this  time.  They  will  note 
from  the  sheet — which,  as  I  say,  is  taken 
from  and  is  based  upon  the  compilation 
appearing  on  page  66  of  the  hearings — 
the  total  mileage  in  the  eight  States 
where  the  problem  is  most  acute,  namely, 
the  States  of  California,  Illinois,  Michi¬ 
gan,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ohio,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and  Texas,  with  an  aggregate 
mileage  on  the  interstate  system  of 
10,967  miles,  which  is  not  quite  one-third 
of  the  total  mileage  of  the  interstate 
system;  it  is  29.51  percent  of  the  entire 
mileage.  Senators  will  notice  that  these 
8  States  have  47.44  percent  of  the 
total  population,  or  almost  half  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  the  Nation,  and  form  a  part 
of  the  Nation  whose  problems  in  this 
field  are  so  great  that  the  cost  of  comple¬ 
tion  of  their  parts  of  the  interstate  sys- 
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tem  amounts  to  51.74  percent  of  the  cost 
of  building  the  entire  interstate  system. 

Those  8  States,  which  have  10,967 
miles  of  the  interstate  highway  system, 
are  in  a  class  by  themselves,  or  are  prac¬ 
tically  by  themselves;  there  are  a  few 
other  States  that  are  nearly  in  the  same 
classification.  However,  those  eight 
States  are  in  that  classification  simply 
because  the  congestion  in  parts  of  them 
is  so  great  and  because  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction,  due  to  that  congestion,  is  so 
great. 

Senators  will  note  that  in  those  States 
the  cost  per  mile  of  construction  varies 
from  $157,000,  in  the  case  of  Texas,  to 
$2,105,000,  in  the  case  of  New  Jersey; 
and.  the  average  for  the  8  States  is 
$532,000  a  mile. 

Mr.  President,  the  fact  is  that  the  cost 
of  that  construction — which  also  in¬ 
cludes  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  rights- 
of-way — is  so  prohibitive  that  in  most  of 
these  States  construction  of  the  particu¬ 
lar  mileage  that  is  most  strategic  and 
most  necessary  has  not  been  undertaken 
at  all. 

In  the  colloquy  earlier  in  the  day  I 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  New 
Jersey,  where  the  construction  cost  is 
high,  the  State  has  been  unable  to  attack 
the  problem,  even  with  the  urban  aid  it 
has  had;  and  in  order  to  meet  a  part  of 
the  problem  the  State  has  funded  bonds 
and  has  built  a  turnpike  toll  road  which 
misses  most  of  its  cities,  but  which  does 
carry  people  expeditiously  across  the 
State,  making  it  possible  easily  to  reach 
many  important  places. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  brought  into 
the  record  the  figures  appearing  on  page 
222  of  the  printed  record,  showing  that 
the  cost  of  construction  of  the  toll  road 
in  New  Jersey  was  $2.4  million  a  mile. 
That  construction,  of  course,  did  not  in¬ 
volve  the  heavy  right-of-way  costs  which 
will  be  involved  in  some  places  when  the 
interstate  highway  link  in  that  State  is 
built,  extending  from  New  York  through 
Jersey  City,  Newark,  and  other  cities, 
down  to  Philadelphia. 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  the  prob¬ 
lems  in  that  group  of  States,  which  have 
an  average  cost  of  $532,000  a  mile  for  the 
construction  of  the  remaining  mileage 
in  the  interstate  highway  system  in  those 
various  States,  face  a  very  difficult  prob¬ 
lem.  I  think  the  big  States  have  been 
good  sports.  They  have  paid  most  of 
the  gas  tax  through  the  years,  and  have 
seen  most  of  the  benefits  go  to  the 
smaller  States — among  which  I  still  in¬ 
clude  my  own.  They  have  been  good 
Americans  and  good  sports,  and  my  hat 
is  off  to  them. 

I  think  they  are  within  their  rights 
when  they  now  say,  “Under  the  new 
situation  which  we  confront,  with  the 
multiplied  use  of  automobiles  and  trucks 
mounting  so  heavily,  an  entirely  new 
kind  of  construction  is  required  to  handle 
the  enormous  volume  of  traffic.  We 
simply  cannot  face  the  construction  cost 
that  is  ours  to  meet  in  the  event  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  not  help  us.  We 
are  asking  that  a  more  equitable  basis  of 
disposition  of  the  gas-tax  revenue  be 
used,  at  least  as  to  7  M2  percent  of  the 


entire  amount  which  is  covered  by  these 
authorizations.” 

If  Senators  will  read  down  the  list 
they  will  find  that  15  other  States,  in 
all  parts  of  the  Union,  are  listed,  with  a 
total  mileage  in  the  interstate  system  of 
highways  almost  identical  with  the  mile¬ 
age  in  the  8  large  States  which  I  have 
mentioned.  They  will  find  that  the 
avearge  cost  per  mile  in  those  15  States 
is  only  $92,000,  as  contrasted  with  $532,- 
000  per  mile  in  the  8  large  States  which 
I  have  mentioned. 

I  think  we  might  as  well  consider  this 
matter  from  the  standpoint  that  this 
is  not  a  “pork  barrel”  bill.  It  should 
not  be  regarded  as  such.  There  is  no 
justification  for  the  continued  existence 
of  a  Federal-aid  system  if  we  are  to  re¬ 
gard  it  on  that  basis.  We  must  have  a 
Federal  system  of  highways  which  is 
adequate,  and  which  will  meet  the  very 
grave  needs,  both  transportation  and 
travelwise,  as  well  as  defensewise,  which 
confront  the  Nation. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  bill  were  to  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  “pork  barrel”  bill,  would 
there,  indeed,  be  a  case  to  be  made  for 
an  interstate  system?  Would  we  not 
still  have  the  primary  Federal-aid  sys¬ 
tem,  if  it  were  to  be  considered  strictly 
on  the  old  matching  basis? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  of  course.  Congress  first  estab¬ 
lished  the  urban  system  as  the  main  fea¬ 
ture,  taking  off  a  part  of  the  primary 
aid  system  and  setting  up  the  interstate 
system.  During  the  war  we  applied 
emergency  measures,  through  the  con¬ 
struction  of  access  highways.  We  have 
applied  various  means  to  meet  the  same 
problem,  which  bore  down  on  us  more 
critically  in  wartime.  I  hope  it  may 
never  bear  down  upon  us  with  the  maxi¬ 
mum  critical  pressure  which  is  reached 
in  time  of  war.  However,  we  cannot 
assume  that  such  will  not  be  the  case. 

It  is  my  hope  that  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  will  make  up  their  minds  to  face 
this  question  from  the  standpoint  of 
what  is  good  for  the  entire  Nation,  what 
is  needed  by  the  entire  Nation.  I  hope 
Senators  will  fully  consider  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  President,,  the  Budg¬ 
et  Bureau,  the  Defense  Department,  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials,  the  American  Automobile  As¬ 
sociation,  and  the  American  Municipal 
Association.  They  are  all  composed  of 
great  numbers  of  good  Americans.  If 
the  problem  receives  such  consideration, 
we  can  move  forward  to  meet  the  critical 
need  more  quickly.  I  believe  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  in  the  national  interest  that  we 
do  just  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  make  one  fur¬ 
ther  comment.  The  House  had  exact¬ 
ly  the  same  kind  of  problem  confronting 
it.  Members  of  the  House  come  from 
every  State  in  the  Union.  Members  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee  con¬ 
fronted  the  problem.  They  decided  that 
the  wise  thing  to  do  was  to  meet  it  by 
allocating  50  percent  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  interstate  system  under  the 
new  method  which  was  suggested ;  name¬ 
ly,  the  population  basis,  and  that  the  old 
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method  be  followed  with  respect  to  the 
other  half. 

When  the  bill  came  to  the  Senate 
many  of  us  would  have  preferred  to  base 
the  allocation  of  the  entire  amount  of 
the  interstate  appropriation  upon  popu¬ 
lation.  We  discussed  the  question  from 
all  angles.  There  were  various  motions 
from  various  points  of  view.  The  major¬ 
ity  of  the  committee  finally  reached  the 
conclusion  that  the  basis  of  50-50  which 
had  already  been  reached  in  the  House 
was  very  hard  to  beat. 

I  wish  every  Senator  could  have  been 
present  earlier  today  to  hear  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  His  State  is  one  which,  from 
the  standpoint  of  not  receiving,  under 
the  population  basis,  what  it  would  re¬ 
ceive  under  the  traditional  basis,  is  worst 
hurt.  His  State  is  one  of  the  few  whose 
legislature  had  adopted  a  resolution  ad¬ 
dressed  to  its  congressional  delegation 
asking  them  not  to  support  the  bill. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  is  the  father  of  the  Federal-aid 
system.  The  Hayden-Cartwright  Act, 
which  was  the  basis  of  the  Federal  sys¬ 
tem,  bears  his  honored  name.  It  will  al¬ 
ways  be  one  of  his  claims  to  the  greatest 
distinction,  that  back  in  1916,  when  the 
first  act  was  passed  and  the  program 
established,  he  was  able  to  think  in  terms 
of  national  interest.  I  think  it  is  an 
additional  feather  in  his  cap  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  he  received 
from  his  own  legislature  and  from  other 
sources  communications  urging  that  he 
not  approve  the  program,  which  is  so 
clearly  in  the  national  interest,  he  rose 
in  his  place  in  the  Senate  today  to  say 
to  the  Senate  that,  although  it  has  been 
a  difficult  decision  for  him  to  reach,  he 
thought  the  national  interest  required 
that  at  least  for  a  period  of  2  years — so 
that  we  can  see  how  the  plan  works — we 
should  follow  the  recommendations  of 
the  experts  which,  in  our  opinion,  would 
result  in  placing  the  roadbuilding  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  better  basis.  Coming,  as  he 
does,  from  a  relatively  small  State  in 
population  and  a  large  State  in  area,  I 
think  his  view  should  be  highly  persua¬ 
sive  with  Senators  who  may  have  doubt 
as  to  what  is  the  proper  thing  for  them 
to  do  under  the  circumstances. 

There  are  many  additional  things 
which  I  should  like  to  say,  but  time  for¬ 
bids.  I  conclude  by  reminding  Senators 
that  less  than  40,000  miles  is  taken  off 
the  Federal  aid  primary  system  of  234,- 
000  miles.  That  mileage  is  chosen  by 
some  of  the  ablest  experts  in  the  field  as 
representing  that  part  of  the  much  larger 
mileage  which  serves,  not  State  inter¬ 
ests  primarily,  but  primarily  Federal  and 
national  interests.  I  believe  that  the  im¬ 
provement  of  that  particular  segment 
comprising  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  should  be  the  particular  regard  of 
Senators  who  are  serving  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion,  and  who  are  looking  at  the  whole 
problem  while  considering,  always,  the 
interests  of  their  States.  Primarily  they 
view  the  problem  from  the  standpoint  of 
what  is  most  needed  for  the  service,  and 
perhaps  even  for  the  salvation,  the  safe¬ 
ty,  the  security  of  our  country.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  the  problem  is  faced  in  that 
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way  the  pending  amendment  will  be  de¬ 
feated  and  the  bill  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  be  approved. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  to  which  I  have  re- 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
certainly  not  detain  the  Senate  very 
long.  I  believe  that  some  points  ought 
to  be  made,  in  more  or  less  summary, 
with  reference  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  preface  my  re¬ 
marks  with  a  word  of  personal  apprecia¬ 
tion,  which  I  believe  is  shared  by  every 
Member  of  this  body,  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  for  the  fine  contribution  he  has 
made  in  the  consideration  of  the  very 
broad  problem  of  a  sound  national  high¬ 
way  system. 

At  times  I  call  him  Mr.  Economy,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  he  is  deeply  concerned 
*v  with  budgetary  matters  and  votes  con¬ 
servatively  along  that  line.  However, 
after  he  made  a  special  study  of  the 
highway  needs  of  the  Nation  during  the 
past  year,  knowing  that  this  bill  would 
come  before  the  Senate,  he  certainly 
rose  to  the  occasion  and  now  is  leading 
the  fight  for  a  bill  recommending  an  in¬ 
crease  in  authorizations  of  almost  100 
percent  over  what  was  authorized  here¬ 
tofore.  I  commend  him  very  highly  for 
what  I  consider  to  be  his  very  sound  po¬ 
sition,  and  I  know  he  conscientiously 
considers  it  to  be  so. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
ment  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  Every  one  of  us  has  a 
hobby  so  far  as  governmental  matters 
are  concerned.  I  have  always  preached 
economy  in  government,  but  I  have  also 
at  all  times  advocated  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  large  sums  of  money  for  national 
defense.  After  a  very  careful  and 
thorough  study,  I  believe  the  primary 
matter  of  importance  today  is  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  because  they  will 
do  more  than  anything  else  to  unite  us 


ferred  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


as  a  nation.  I  appreciate  the  compli¬ 
mentary  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  also  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case],  who  served  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommitee  which  prepared  the 
bill.  He  worked  with  his  usual  inex¬ 
haustible  energy  in  conducting  the  hear¬ 
ings  and  in  preparing  the  bill  and  in 
presenting  it  to  the  Senate.  I  know  he 
has  taken  an  unselfish  view  of  all  these 
matters,  and  we  owe  him  a  special  debt 
of  gratitude. 

Perhaps  I  should  say  also  that  we  had 
very  amiable  discussions  in  committee 
during  the  consideration  of  the  bill,  and 
there  was  never  any  suggestion  about 
pork-barrel  legislation,  or  anything  of 
that  nature.  Almost  all  the  major  mat¬ 
ters  were  considered  and  voted  on  unani¬ 
mously. 

I  believe  that  on  the  point  which  I  am 
now  discussing  there  was  only  2  or  3 
minutes  of  discussion,  and  the  vote  on 
it  was  6  to  5.  It  has  not  been  discussed 
in  adequate  debate.  Certainly  there 
was  no  division  on  personal  grounds  in 
committee;  there  was  merely  a  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  as  to  how  the  funds 
should  be  apportioned. 

With  reference  to  the  military  needs 
to  which  reference  has  been  made,  I  do 
not  remember  any  bill  of  major  impor¬ 
tance  that  has  come  before  the  Senate, 
especially  since  the  Korean  war  began, 
with  respect  to  which  it  has  not  been 
stated  that  it  is  bottomed  on  national  de¬ 
fense.  That  is  natural  and  proper  with 
reference  to  many  measures. 

It  should  be  remembered,  in  connection 
with  the  national  defense  program,  that 
we  will  be  called  upon,  as  we  are  already 
being  called  upon,  to  appropriate  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  provide 
special  defenses  for  our  great  populous 
areas,  and  properly  so.  The  Committee 


on  Armed  Services  has  before  it  bills  for 
the  approval  of  projects  which  run  into 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  for  special 
devices  and  designs  in  connection  with 
special  defenses  for  our  populous  areas, 
the  expense  for  which  will  be  borne  by 
the  Federal  Government.  That  is  as  it 
should  be.  Therefore  those  areas  are 
getting  very  proper  consideration  on  the 
subject  of  defense. 

There  is  already  in  existence  a  highway 
from  Washington  to  Baltimore,  half  of 
which,  to  Fort  Meade,  as  I  understand, 
was  built  entirely  with  Federal  funds  as 
a  part  of  the  national  defense.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  $53  million  worth  of  military  access 
roads  have  been  authorized,  for  which 
the  demand  is  not  sufficiently  great  to 
force  appropriations  for  them.  So,  Mr. 
President,  there  is  no  great  suffering 
along  "that  line. 

The  whole  national  road  system  is  on 
a  defense  basis,  and  very  properly  so.  I 
believe  the  primary  road  system  is  also 
in  that  category.  I  wish  to  point  out 
that  the  interstate  system,  after  all,  is 
nothing  more  than  a  special  part  of  the 
primary  system.  Only  the  name  is  dif¬ 
ferent  for  the  more  populous  and  the 
most  heavily  traveled  stretches  of  the 
primary  system.  It  has  no  particular 
military  significance.  The  so-called  in¬ 
terstate  system  is  no  more  connected 
with  the  military  defense  than  are  other 
segments  of  the  primary  system,  al¬ 
though  it  is  an  important  and  a  very 
highly  important  part  of  defense.  There 
is  merely  a  difference  of  name. 

I  favor  the  interstate  system.  I  have 
voted  for  $150  million  of  the  total  au¬ 
thorization  to  be  specially  set  aside  for 
this  superprimary  system  called  the  in¬ 
terstate  system.  I  voted  for  the  provi¬ 
sion  under  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  pay  60  percent  of  the  cost  and 
the  States  40  percent  of  the  cost. 

What  I  balk  at  is  going  the  third 
mile — not  the  second  mile,  but  the  third 
mile — in  setting  up  a  special  formula  for 
half  of  the  money  provided  for  the  inter¬ 
state  system.  Mark  my  words,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  2  years  from  now  the  same  argu¬ 
ment  and  the  same  points  will  be  made 
in  favor  of  having  all  the  money  appro¬ 
priated  for  interstate  roads  apportioned 
on  a  population  basis,  and  the  propo¬ 
nents  will  point  to  this  law,  if  it  is  passed 
as  proposed  by  the  committee,  as  a  prec¬ 
edent  for  allotting  funds  for  the  inter¬ 
state  system  entirely  on  a  population 
basis. 

Therefore  I  do  not  believe  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  pork  barrel  considerations,  but  it 
is  a  matter  of  the  other  areas  of  the 
country  having  fair  warning  that  this  is 
a  material  departure,  and  that  we  had 
better  look  closely  before  we  go  any 
further. 

In  that  connection  I  point  out  that 
this  superprimary  system — and  that  is 
what  the  interstate  system  is — is  to  get 
42  percent  of  the  increased  amount  in 
the  pending  billion  dollar  Federal-aid 
bill.  In  the  House  bill  it  gets  88  percent 
of  the  increase.  Certainly  that  is  a  con¬ 
siderable  favor  to  the  so-called  interstate 
system.  I  approved  of  it;  I  went  that 
far. 

In  addition  to  that,  according  to  the 
present  rate  of  expenditure,  the  so-called 
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State 

Mileage 

(miles) 

Percent 

Needs 

Percent 

Popula¬ 
tion  (per¬ 
cent) 

Cost  per 
mile 

1.900 

5.11 

$1, 169, 427 
856,  378 

10. 38 

7.02 

$616, 000 

1,541 

4.16 

7.60 

5.78 

556,  000 

902 

2.59 

416, 399 

3.70 

4.23 

433,  000 

192 

.52 

404,  053 

3.59 

3.21 

2, 105, 000 
830, 000 

1,034 

2.78 

862-,  261 

7.65 

9.84 

1,210 

3.27 

758, 691 

6.73 

5.27 

623,  000 

1, 357 

3.  65 

926,  579 

8.22 

6. 97 

678,  000 

2,765 

7.  44 

435, 988 

3.87 

6. 12 

157,  000 

Total . 

10, 967 

29.61 

6, 829,  676 

51.74 

47.  44 

632,000 

891 

2. 40 

87, 976 

0.78 

2.03 

98,600 

1,137 

3.00 

92, 108 

.82 

.50 

81,000 

662 

1.78 

72, 294 

.64 

.88 

109,  000 

017 

1.66 

60,243 

.45 

.39 

81,  800 

670 

1.80 

78, 349 

.70 

1.74 

117,000 

702 

1.89 

89,783 

.80 

1.26 

128,000 

691 

1.86 

88, 140 

.78 

1.45 

127,500 

461 

1.24 

48,  239 

.43 

.88 

104,  500 

537 

1.45 

19,568 

58,110 

.17 

.11 

36,  200 

1,013 

2.  72 

.52 

.45 

57,  300 

713 

1.92 

72,  857 

.65 

2.70 

102, 000 

498 

1.34 

45, 151 

.40 

.41 

90,  500 

515 

1.39 

44,835 

.40 

.43 

87,  400 

TTtah  _  . . . . . - 

704 

1.89 

84, 253 

.75 

.46 

120, 000 

Wyoming - - - - 

973 

2.62 

60, 070 

.53 

.19 

62, 000 

10, 784 

29.02 

991,976 

8.  82 

13. 88 

92, 000 
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interstate  system  will  get  34  percent  of 
the  funds  for  the  primary  highways 
designated  in  the  bill.  Under  the  pres¬ 
ent  figures,  that  will  amount  to  $116.2 
million.  The  so-called  interstate  system 
will  also  get  46  percent  of  the  urban 
funds,  and,  according  to  the  figures  in 
the  bill  that  will  amount  to  $87.4  mil¬ 
lion,  to  which  may  be  added  $150  million 
which  we  are  specially  marking  for  the 
interstate  fund.  So  a  total  of  $353.6  mil¬ 
lion  is  to  go  to  this  relatively  small  group 
of  highways  in  the  specially  designated 
primary  system,  which  is  the  cream,  one 
might  say,  of  the  primary  system;  $353.6 
million,  of  a  total  of  $910  million,  would 
go  for  that  purpose,  according  to  the 
present  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  Will  the  Senator  agree 
with  me  that  whatever  portion  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  road  money  of  any  State  or  what¬ 
ever  portion  of  the  urban  money  of  any 
State  that  goes  to  the  interstate  system 
will  be  entirely  within  the  discretion  of 
the  local  State  highway  commission 
which  makes  proposals  for  the  allocation 
of  funds? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  They  have  a  part  in 
the  decision.  I  am  standing  on  what  is 
the  present  practice.  It  is  reasonably  to 
be  expected  that  we  shall  continue  under 
it.  So,  in  answer  to  the  charge  of  pork- 
barrelism,  I  point  out  that  $353.6  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  $910  million  in  this  bill  for 
Federal  aid  can,  and,  under  present  prac¬ 
tices,  will  go  to  the  interstate  highway 
system.  One  hundred  and  fifty  million 
dollars  of  that  will  be  on  a  basis  of 
matching  it  60  percent  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  40  percent  by  the  local 
governments. 

As  I  have  already  pointed  out,  under 
the  House  bill  88  percent  of  the  increase 
in  the  bill  would  go  to  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  and  it  is  fair  to  calculate,  at  least, 
that  in  conference  the  Senate  figure  will 
be  increased  in  part  to  meet  the  higher 
figure  of  the  House.  It  will  make  the 
number  of  millions  of  dollars  spent  on 
the  Federal  interstate  system  even 
higher.  That  is  why  I  say  if  we  are  to 
keep  it  in  equilibrium  we  must  make  a 
national  highway  system  out  of  it,  rather 
than  to  pour  money  into  particular  areas. 
I  agree  that  there  is  great  need  in  certain 
areas  but  I  say  that  if  we  are  going  to 
follow  the  practice  of  improving  high¬ 
ways  throughout  the  Nation,  we  had  bet¬ 
ter  stick  by  a  formula  which  would 
spread  the  money  out  further  than  the 
formula  in  the  bill  appears  to  do. 

Someone  has  said  that  where  the 
money  is  needed  is  in  the  populous  areas, 
§md  it  is  said  that  in  the  rural  areas  it 
does  not  cost  much  to  build  roads.  Mr. 
President,  we  already  have  a  special  fund 
to  build  primary  highways  in  populous 
areas.  They  are  urban  funds.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  proper  way  to  get  at  the 
matter  of  the  large  increase  in  costs  in 
populous  areas  would  be  to  have  a  scien¬ 
tific  survey  made  of  the  actual  need,  and 
then  to  consider  on  its  merits  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  increasing  the  urban  funds,  ex¬ 
panding  their  application,  putting  more 
money  into  the  funds,  and  applying  it 
where  the  need  is  the  greatest. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  never  been 
any  scientific  congressional  selection  so 
far  as  the  interstate  highway  system  is 


concerned.  I  suppose  some  good  efforts 
went  into  it.  I  am  not  impugning  the 
motives  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads' 
or  of  the  State  highway  officials,  but  so 
far  Congress  has  never  gone  right  down 
to  the  merits  and  the  facts  of  the  matter. 
I  am  not  complaining  about  my  own 
State,  but  so  far  as  any  congressional  ac¬ 
tion  with  reference  to  this  system  is  con¬ 
cerned,  it  has  never  been  undertaken. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  read 
from  the  annual  report  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  for  the  fiscal  year  1953. 
From  the  top  of  page  6  of  that  report, 
beginning  with  the  third  sentence  on 
that  page,  I  read: 

In  a  survey  of  the  condition  of  the  rural 
portion  of  the  interstate  system  It  was  found 
that  only  24  percent  of  the  mileage  was  ade¬ 
quate  for  present  traffic. 

There  is  no  doubt,  Mr.  President,  that 
rural  areas  have  their  problems,  too,  but 
on  the  basis  of  a  survey — not  a  resolution 
passed  in  the  dying  minutes  of  a  conven¬ 
tion — it  was  found  that  only  24  percent 
of  the  mileage  was  adequate  for  present 
traffic,  and  no  consideration  was  given 
to  future  traffic.  It  was  found  that  76 
percent  was  in  need  of  improvement  or 
reconstruction.  The  report  goes  on  to 
say: 

On  16  percent  of  the  mileage  the  need  was 
considered  critical. 

Those  are  the  words  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  showing  the  absolute  need 
for  money  for  expansion,  for  rebuilding 
or  reconstruction  or  widening,  or  what¬ 
ever  the  case  may  be,  of  more  than  three- 
quarters  of  the  rural  mileage  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  system. 

On  the  same  subject,  Mr.  President,  I 
point  to  a  picture  in  the  annual  report, 
showing  a  fine  highway  going  over  the 
summit  of  Sherman  Hill,  in  Wyoming, 
the  high  summit  on  United  States  Route 
No.  30.  That  picture  is  worth  looking  at. 
The  cost  of  construction  of  a  highway 
such  as  that,  many,  many  miles  of  which 
are  found  in  the  West,  is  tremendous. 
It  is  not  a  local  road;  it  is  an  interstate 
highway,  a  part  of  the  interstate  system. 

I  admit  that  there  are  problems  in 
populous  areas,  but  there  are  problems 
in  rural  areas,  also.  It  requires  a  large 
amount  of  money  to  build  roads  in  Wyo¬ 
ming  and  in  many  other  places  in  the 
country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  we  had 
better  not  disturb  this  ancient  land¬ 
mark.  Let  us  make  a  survey  and  place 
the  money  where  the  need  is  found,  but 
let  us  not  disturb  the  situation  and  set 
a  precedent  and  discontinue  the  use  of  a 
formula  which  has  been  proved  by  and 
large  to  be  very  sound. 

I-  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
amendment  should  be  voted  into  the  bill 
and  we  should  let  the  bill  go  to  con¬ 
ference.  There  it  will  meet  head-on  the 
apportionment  made  by  the  House.  If 
there  needs  to  be  any  further  discussion 
of  it,  then  the  conferees,  with  the  vote 
of  the  Senate  behind  them,  can  work  out' 
with  the  House  a  sound  basis. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  himself  and 
other  Senators. 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  percentage  of  Federal  contri¬ 
butions  to  highway  construction  in  cer¬ 
tain  Western  States. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sliding-scale  rates  of  Federal-aid  participa¬ 
tion  in  public-land  States  effective  Dec.  1, 
1950 


Ratio  of  the 

area  of  unap- 

Percentage 

propria  ted 

of  cost  of 

and  unre- 

Federal-aid 

served  pub- 

projects 

State 

lie  lands  and 

payablo 

non  taxable 

by  the 

Indian  lands 

Federal 

to  the  total 

Govern- 

area  of  the 

ment 

State 1 

0  4390 

71.95 

.  1057 

58.  28 

Colorado _ 

.  1319 

56.60 

Idaho  _ _ 

.2192 

60. 96 

Montana _ 

.  1409 

57. 03 

Nevada  _ 

.6827 

84.  14 

New  Mexico  _ 

.2803 

6-1.02 

Oklahoma . . . 

.  0553 

52.  76 

Oregon _  _ 

.  2422 

62.  11 

South  Dakota _ 

.  1226 

56. 13 

Utah _ _ _ 

.4756 

73.78 

Washington _ 

.0735 

53.68 

Wyoming _ 

.2983 

04.92 

1  Area  data  as  of  June  30, 

1950,  furnished  by  Depart- 

ment  of  the  Interior. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  himself  and 
other  Senators.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names : 


Aiken 

Goldwater 

Malone 

Anderson 

Gore 

Mansfield 

Barrett 

Green 

Martin 

Beall 

Griswold 

Maybank 

Bennett 

Hayden 

McCarran 

Bricker 

Hendrickson 

McClellan 

Burke 

Hennings 

Millikin 

Bush 

Hickeniooper 

Morse 

Butler,  Md. 

Hill 

Mundt 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hoey 

Murray 

Byrd 

Holland 

Neely 

Capehart 

Humphrey 

Pas  tore 

Carlson 

Hunt 

Payne 

Case 

Ives 

Potter 

Clements 

Jackson 

Purtell 

Cooper 

Jenner 

Russell 

Cordon 

Johnson,  Colo 

Saltonstall 

Daniel 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Dirksen 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Stennla 

Duff 

Kennedy 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Upton 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Watkins 

Ellender 

Knowland 

Welker 

Ferguson 

Kuchel 

Wiley 

Flanders 

Langer 

Williams 

Frear 

Lehman 

Young 

Fulbright 

Long 

Gillette 

Magnuson 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
LMr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  McCarthy],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  LMr. 
Chavez]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 
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The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  LMr. 
Lennon],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson]  is  absent  because  of  death 
in  his  family. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Butler  of  Maryland  in  the  chair).  A 
quorum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  for  himself 
and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  speak  very  briefly  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  We  have  before  us  a  road 
bill  which,  in  general,  is  a  good  bill,  save 
and  except  that  it  does  not  begin  to 
authorize  the  amount  of  money  which 
we  ought  to  be  appropriating. 

The  bill  does  not  authorize  the  amount 
of  money  which  should  be  appropriated 
to  meet  the  immediate  road  needs  of 
the  country.  The  figure  should  be  much 
higher,  in  view  of  the  economic  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  country  and  the  importance 
of  our  proceeding  to  take  action  now 
which  will  avoid  increases  in  unemploy¬ 
ment,  come  October,  November,  and 
December  of  this  year,  and  the  first  part 
of  next  year,  after  the  seasonal  pick-up 
which  can  be  expected  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  months  has  run  its  course. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  I  proposed  an  amendment 
to  this  bill  in  committee  which  provided 
for  $1,875,000,000.  In  my  opinion,  that 
was  the  bare  minimum  amount  which 
the  committee  should  bring  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  consideration.  I  did  not  think 
even  that  amount  was  enough,  but  I 
had  hopes  that  the  committee  would  be 
willing  to  go  that  far  this  year.  My 
amendment  was  defeated  in  committee. 

It  is  true  that  the  bill  provides  for 
some  increase  over  the  last  appropria¬ 
tion,  but,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  not  nearly 
enough  when  the  following  facts  are 
considered. 

It  is  impossible  to  find  a  highway  ex¬ 
pert  testifying  before  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  these  days — at  least,  I  have  heard 
none,  nor  have  I  read  the  testimony  of 
any  such  witness — who  does  not  vouch 
for  the  fact  that  there  is  needed  $35 
billion  to  be  used  for  the  highways  of 
this  country  if  we  are  going  to  get  them 
in  a  condition  to  take  care  of  the  traffic 
needs  and  uses  of  this  country. 

We  now  have  an  automobile  popula¬ 
tion  totalling  1  car  for  every  3  persons 
in  the  United  States.  This  large  auto¬ 
mobile  population  places  a  tremendous 
load  on  the  highways  of  America. 

When  Senators  bear  in  mind  that  last 
year  a  little  over  38,000  fellow  Americans 
were  killed  on  the  highways,  and  several 
times  that  number  were  injured  seri¬ 
ously  or  maimed,  it  seems  to  me  that 
objectivity  and  statesmanship  call  for 
our  meeting  the  problem  of  highway 
needs  by  appropriating  the  money  which 
help  reduce  highway  deaths  and  injuries. 
The  amount  of  $1,875,000,000  which  I 


proposed  in  committee  is  certainly  small 
enough.  In  fact  highway  experts  point 
out  that  the  primary  cause  of  highway 
accidents  is  the  inadequacy  of  our  roads 
to  handle  the  traffic  safely. 

When  one  takes  into  account  the  need 
for  a  road-building  public-works  pro¬ 
gram,  from  the  standpoint  of  stopping 
the  fire  of  a  serious  recession  before  it 
really  gets  started,  it  seems  to  me  that 
is  added  reason  for  the  kind  of  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  advocated  and  lost  in  com¬ 
mittee. 

Speaking  now  to  the  particular 
amendment  before  the  Senate  at  this 
time,  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  ,  of  which 
I  am  one  of  the  cosponsors,  I  feel  that 
the  existing  law,  as  far  as  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  funds  for  the  so-called  in¬ 
terstate  system  is  concerned,  is  an 
equitable  law.  I  think  an  arrangement 
of  one-third  based  on  mileage,  one-third 
on  population,  and  one-third  on  area  is 
about  as  equitable  and  as  fair  an  appor¬ 
tionment  as  can  be  made,  particularly 
when  one  keeps  in  mind  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  provision  in  the  law  for  so- 
called  urban  funds  to  be  used  for  urban 
highways. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  because  I 
think  that  is  a  fair  and  equitable  amend¬ 
ment,  I  urge  the  Senate  to  retain  the 
present  distribution  of  interstate  funds 
and  modify  the  bill  in  accordance  with 
the  Chavez  amendment.  The  proposed 
modification  of  the  existing  formula  as 
contained  in  the  committee  bill  would 
cost  my  State  a  loss  of  a  good  many 
thousands  of  dollars.  The  amendment 
I  am  cosponsoring  under  the  authorship 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  would  protect  Oregon’s  fair 
share  to  interstate  highway  funds  un¬ 
der  the  existing  law  and  in  accordance 
with  its  terms.  I  think  it  is  unfair  to 
change  the  formula  for  dividing  up  in¬ 
terstate  road  funds  because  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  committee  discriminates 
against  States  of  small  population  such 
as  Oregon  and  some  other  Western 
States.  However  our  roads  are  costly  to 
build  and  we  have  to  build  many  more 
miles  of  them  than  do  the  smaller  but 
more  populated  States.  Therefore  in 
fairness  to  the  rural  areas  I  hope  the 
Chavez  amendment  passes. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
plenty  of  vocal  exercise  the  last  couple  of 
days,  and  I  am  not  anxious  to  make  any 
further  remarks.  I  think  the  issue  has 
been  thoroughly  debated.  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  support  the  bill  reported 
by  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  himself  and 
other  Senators.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  Secretary  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceed  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland  (when  his 
name  was  called).  I  have  a  pair  with, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington!.  If  he  were  present  and 
voting,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were 
at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.” 
I  therefore  withhold  my  vote. 
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Mr.  FERGUSON  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote,  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez].  If  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.” 
Therefore  I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  GORE  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote,  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Monroney)  .  If  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  were  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  Therefore, 
I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote,  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Florida  rMr. 
Smathers].  If  the  junior  Senator  from 
Florida  were  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  Therefore, 
I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  LMr. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
LMr.  McCarthy],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  LMr.  Smith]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman!. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  LMr.  Chavez] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington!  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Lennon],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers!,  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson!  is  absent  because  of  a  death 
in  his  family. 

I  announce  further  that  on  this  vote 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man!  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alabama  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 


nays  44,  as 

follows: 

YEAS— 37 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

McClellan 

Barrett 

Hunt 

Millikin 

Bennett 

Jackson 

Morse 

Clements 

Johnson,  Colo 

Murray 

Cordon 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Daniel 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Stennis 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Thye 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Watkins 

Fulbright 

Langer 

Welker 

Gillette 

Malone 

Wiley 

Goidwater 

Mansfield 

Young 

Hennings 

Maybank 

Hill 

McCarran 

NAYS— 44 

Aiken 

Cape hart 

Ellender 

Beall 

Carlson 

Flanders 

Bricker 

Case 

Frear 

Burke 

Cooper 

Green 

Bush 

Dirksen 

Griswold 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Douglas 

Hayden 

Byrd 

Duff 

Hendrickson 
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Hlckenlooper 

Hoey 

Holland 

Ives 

Jenner 

Kefauver 

Kennedy 

Knowland 

Kuchel 

Lehman 

Long 

Martin 

Mundt 

Neely 

Pastore 

Payne 

Potter 

Purtell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smith,  Maine 

Upton 

Williams 

NOT  VOTING- 

—15 

Bridges 
Butler.  Md. 
Chavez 
Ferguson 
George 

Gore 

Lennon 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

Monroney 

Robertson 
Smathers 
Smith,  N.  J. 
Sparkman 
Symington 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  so-called 
Chavez  amendment  was  rejected  be  re¬ 
considered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion 
to  reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Beall  in  the  chair).  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  lay  on  the 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  the 
two  technical,  brief  amendments  which 
I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  10,  in  line 
18,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  words 
“The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads’’ 
and  insert  “The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.” 

On  page  11,  in  line  19,  after  the  word 
“study,”  it  is  proposed  to  insert:  “of  the 
costs  of  completing  the  several  systems 
of  highways  in  the  several  States  and.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  the  first 
amendment  I  have  offered  will  make  a 
change  from  designation  of  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  to  designa¬ 
tion  £f  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  as 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Johnson]. 

The  second  amendment  will  include 
in  the  paragraph  providing  for  a  study 
of  highway  financing  a  specific  request 
that  the  study  of  highway  financing  to 
be  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
shall  include  a  study  of  the  costs  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  several  systems  of  high¬ 
ways — the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban — in  the  several  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  my  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Pur  tell]  the  amendment  which  lies  at 
the  desk,  and  I  ask  to  have  the  amend¬ 
ment  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  16, 
after  line  7,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following: 

Sec.  22.  (a)  That  all  Federal-aid  road, 
funds  heretofore  paid  on  the  section  of  Fed¬ 


eral-aid  Primary  Route  No.  39  included  In 
Federal-aid  Project  UI-147  in  the  State  of 
Connecticut,  which  section  is  to  be  made 
a  part  of  a  highway  from  the  New  York 
State  line  at  Greenwich  to  the  Rhode  Island 
State  line  at  Killingly,  planned  as  an  ex¬ 
pressway  authorized  by  chapter  107,  part 
IV,  general  statutes  of  Connecticut,  1953 
supplement,  shall,  prior  to  the  collection 
of  any  tolls  on  said  section,  be  repaid  to 
the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
amount  so  repaid  shall  be  deposited  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal-aid 
highways.  At  the  time  of  such  repayment, 
the  project  agreement  with  respect  to  said 
Federal-aid  project  UI-147  shall  be  canceled. 
Any  amount  so  repaid,  together  with  the 
unpaid  balance  of  any  amount  programed 
for  expenditure  on  said  project,  shall  be 
credited  to  the  unprogramed  balance  of 
Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the  same  class 
last  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Connec¬ 
ticut.  The  amount  so  credited  shall  be  in 
addition  to  all  other  funds  then  appor¬ 
tioned  to  said  State  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat. 
212),  as  now  or  hereafter  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented. 

“(b)  By  virtue  of  the  design  and  plan  of 
said  highway  in  relation  to  the  three  sec¬ 
tions  of  Federal-aid  primary  route  No.  1 
included  in  Federal-aid  projects  UI-29,  UI- 
64,  and  FI-145,  which  permit  unrestricted 
use  of  said  sections  without  payment  of  tolls, 
it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  incorporation 
of  said  sections  into  said  highway  will  not 
violate  any  provision  of  said  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  or 
any  regulation  thereunder.  If  at  any  time 
the  Highway  Commissioner  of  the  State  of 
Connecticut  shall  determine  to  impose  £olls 
upon  or  for  the  use  of  any  one  or  more  of 
said  sections,  all  Federal-aid  road  funds 
theretofore  paid  or  programed  for  expendi¬ 
ture  on  such  section  or  sections  upon  which 
tolls  are  to  be  imposed,  shall  be  transferred 
for  programing  and  expenditure  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Connecticut  State  Highway 
Department  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  now  or  here¬ 
after  amended  and  supplemented.  At  the 
time  of  such  transfer,  the  project  agreement 
with  respect  to  the  project  for  which  the 
funds  are  transferred  shall  be  canceled. 
Upon  such  cancellation,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
credit  the  Federal  pro-rata  share  of  such 
project  agreement  to  the  unprogramed  bal¬ 
ance  of  Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the  same 
class  last  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut.  The  amount  so  credited  shall  be 
in  addition  to  all  other  funds  then  appor¬ 
tioned  to  said  State  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  now 
or  hereafter  amended  and  supplemented. 
In  lieu  of  the  transfer  thereof,  the  Highway 
Commissioner  of  the  State  of  Connecticut 
may  repay  the  Federal-aid  road  funds  paid 
on  any  such  section  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  the  same  effect,  as  is  provided  with 
respect  to  the  repayment  of  Federal-aid  road 
funds  in  section  1  of  this  act. 

(c)  Upon  the  repayment  or  transfer  of 
Federal-aid  road  funds,  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  any  such  section  or  sections  included 
in  the  project  with  respect  to  which  such 
repayment  or  transfer  is  made,  shall  become 
and  be  free  from  any  and  all  restrictions 
contained  in  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  or  any  regula¬ 
tion  thereunder,  with  respect  to  the  imposi¬ 
tion  and  collection  of  tolls  or  other  charges 
thereon  or  for  the  use  thereof. 

Renumber  succeeding  section. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield  for  that  purpose. 


Mr.  KILGORE.  Has  this  amendment 
ever  been  printed  for  distribution?  I 
have  been  trying  to  find  a  copy  of  it. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  think  I  can  explain  the 
amendment  very  briefly  to  the  Senator. 
It  has  not  been  printed,  but  I  think  I 
can  explain  it  very  satisfactorily  in  a  few 
moments. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CASE.  The  amendment  was 
printed  in  the  form  of  a  bill. 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  amendment  which  I 
offer  was  printed  in  the  form  of  a  bill. 
Senate  bill  796,  or  rather,  a  substitute 
for  that  bill,  which  has  been  printed  for 
some  time  and  is  on  the  calendar. 

For  the  purposes  which  I  shall  explain 
in  a  moment,  I  offer  the  bill  as  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill.  I  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  that  if  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  will  allow  me  a  few  moments,  he 
will  be  satisfied  with  the  reasons  why  I 
am  offering  it  as  an  amendment  to  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Would  not  this 
amendment  practically  completely  re¬ 
verse  the  traditional  Federal-aid  policy 
of  the  United  States  in  connection  with 
highway  construction? 

Mr.  BUSH.  No.  I  think  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  hear  me  out  he  will  agree  that 
it  would  not  reverse  any  policy. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  which 
I  offer  on  behalf  of  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Pur- 
tell]  and  myself  is  needed  to  facilitate 
the  financing  and  construction  of  a  $409 
million  toll  expressway  in  the  State  of 
Connecticut. 

It  would  help  to  accomplish  a  saving 
of  approximately  $17  million  for  the 
people  of  my  State  and  the  motoring 
public  at  large  by  permitting  the  in¬ 
corporation  into  the  expressway  of  four 
sections  of  highway  upon  which  Federal- 
aid  funds  have  been  or  are  being  ex¬ 
pended.  Unless  this  legislation  were 
enacted  Connecticut  would  be  faced  with 
the  alternative  of  constructing  dupli¬ 
cating  sections  of  highway  which  would 
cost  that  amount  and  possibly  more. 
This  would  be  a  burdensome  and  waste¬ 
ful  expenditure  of  public  funds,  and 
would  postpone  full  use  of  the  express¬ 
way. 

The  amendment  would  allow  the  State 
to  lift  the  mortgage  on  a  Federal-aid 
project  in  the  harbor  area  of  New  Haven 
on  which  tolls  are  to  be  charged.  This 
would  be  done  by  repayment  in  cash 
of  the  Federal-aid  funds  to  the  United 
States  and  their  transfer  for  use  on  other 
projects  eligible  for  Federal  aid. 

The  amendment  provides  for  the  same 
procedure  in  the  event  that  the  State 
should  find  it  necessary  to  charge  tolls 
on  sections  of  expressway  which  include 
three  other  Federal-aid  projects — in 
Darien,  in  the  Grannis  corner  section 
of  New  Haven,1' and  in  the  towns  of  Old 
Lyme  and  East  Lyme. 

There  is  precedent  for  this  procedure 
in  a  law  enacted  by  the  81st  Congress  to 
facilitate  the  construction  of  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike. 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  If  I  may  complete  my 
statement,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

This  amendment  has  been  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  know  of 
no  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  originally  was  drafted 
as  a  substitute  for  S.  796.  Its  adoption 
at  the  present  time  is  necessary  be¬ 
cause  time  is  of  the  essence  in  regard 
to  the  State  of  Connecticut’s  plans  for 
issuing  the  expressway  bonds. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
reports  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the 
amendment  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  reports 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  2,  1954. 
Hon.  Edward  Martin, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  letter  of  March  12,  1954,  requesting  the 
views  of  this  Department  upon  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  S. 
796,  a  bill  to  permit  the  charging  of  tolls 
on  certain  highways  constructed  with  Fed¬ 
eral  aid,  which  has  been  proposed  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Bush. 

The  proposed  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  is  designed  to  permit  the  State 
of  Connecticut  to  impose  tolls  on  four  sec¬ 
tions  of  highway  on  which  Federal-aid  funds 
have  been  or  are  being  expended.  The 
amendment  would  make  this  possible  by  au¬ 
thorizing  the  State  to  repay  or  transfer  the 
Federal-aid  funds  authorized  for  expendi¬ 
ture  or  expended  on  the  Federal-aid  projects 
in  question,  to  other  projects  in  the  State 
eligible  for  Federal  aid. 

Under  chapter  107,  part  IV,  General  Stat¬ 
utes  of  Connecticut,  1953  Supplement,  the 
Connecticut  Legislature  has  authorized  the 
highway  commissioner  of  the  State  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  construct  an  expressway  which  may 
be  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  means  of 
tolls.  The  proposed  expressway  would  not 
be  a  toll  road  in  the  usual  sense  in  that 
certain  sections  of  the  expressway  route 
would  be  available  to  the  public  without 
payment  of  tolls.  Because  of  the  numerous 
interchanges  on  the  route  and  the  small 
number  of  toll  stations  proposed,  it  will  be 
possible  for  the  highway  user  to  enter  and 
leave  the  expressway  and  to  use  portions 
thereof  free  of  toll  charges. 

The  State  of  Connecticut  desires  to  in¬ 
corporate  into  the  expressway  certain  sec¬ 
tions  of  road  now  located  on  Federal-aid 
Primary  Routes  1  and  39.  These  sections 
have  already  been  constructed,  or  are  now 
being  constructed,  with  Federal-aid  funds. 

One  such  section,  namely,  project  UI-147 
on  Federal-aid  Primary  Route  39  in  the  har¬ 
bor  area  of  New  Haven,  is  to  be  included  in  a 
section  of  the  expressway  on  which  tolls  are 
to  be  charged.  In  view  of  the  inhibition 
against  tolls  as  contained  in  section  9  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act,  it  is  hot  considered 
legally  possible  for  the  State  of  Connecticut 
to  charge  tolls  on  this  section  in  the  absence 
of  congressional  enactment.  With  respect 
to  the  other  sections,  namely,  Federal-aid 
projects  UI-29,  UI-64,  and  FI-145  which  are 
located  on  Federal-aid  Primary  Route  1  in 
Darien,  in  the  Graniss  corner  section  of 
New  Haven,  and  in  the  towns  of  Old  Lyme 
and  East  Lyme,  respectively,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  informed  by  the  State  of  Connecti¬ 
cut  that  under  present  plans  the  unrestricted 


use  of  these  sections  is  to  be  permitted  with¬ 
out  payment  of  tolls  and  that  adequate 
interchanges  will  permit  an  uninterrupted 
flow  of  traffic  on  free  Federal-aid  Primary 
Route  1.  On  such  basis  it  would  not  appear 
that  there  would  be  any  conflict  with  the 
toll  free  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  these 
same  sections  are  also  incorporated  as  part 
of  the  expressway.  The  possibility  exists, 
however,  that  the  State  of  Connecticut  may 
desire  at  a  later  date  to  impose  tolls  upon 
any  one  or  more  of  these  sections  and  ac¬ 
cordingly  provision  should  be  made  for  this 
eventuality. 

In  order  that  the  above-described  situa¬ 
tion  may  be  resolved  so  as  to  eliminate  any 
conflict  with  section  9  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act,  legislation  is  considered  necessary 
to  provide  for  repayment  or  transfer  by  the 
State  of  Connecticut  with  respect  to  the 
Federal-aid  funds  heretofore  authorized  and 
paid  on  the  projects  referred  to,  for  use  on 
other  projects  eligible  for  Federal  aid.  Such 
repayment  or  transfer  would  not  result  in 
any  gain  or  loss  of  Federal-aid  funds  to 
Connecticut  and  would  retain  the  Federal 
investment  in  toll-free  highways,  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  section  9  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act. 

There  is  a  precedent  for  such  action  in 
Public  Law  646  81st  Congress,  approved 
August  3,  1950,  permitting  Federal-aid  funds 
authorized  for  expenditure  on  New  Jersey 
State  Route  100,  which  became  a  part  of 
the  New  Jersey  turnpike,  to  be  transferred 
to  another  highway  project  in  New  Jersey 
eligible  for  Federal  aid. 

The  proposed  amendment  accompanying 
your  letter  would  generally  accomplish  the 
above  objective,  but  certain  changes  and 
technical  refinements  therein  are  considered 
essential:  for  example,  to  give  assurance 
that  the  Federal-aid  funds  so  repaid  or 
transferred  would  be  subject  to  the  match¬ 
ing  requirements  and  all  other  provisions  of 
the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  govern¬ 
ing  the  expenditure  of  the  particular  class 
of  funds  involved.  There  is  attached  a 
revised  draft  bill  which  incorporates  these 
necessary  changes. 

The  Department  favors  the  enactment  of 
the  attached  revised  draft  of  bill. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  that  it  would  interpose  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  submission  of  this  letter. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this 
matter,  please  call  on  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sinclair  Weeks, 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  5,  1954. 
Hon.  Edward  Martin, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
United  States  Senate,  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply 
to  your  letter  of  March  12,  1954,  requesting 
the  views  of  this  office  with  respect  to  an 
amendment,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
for  S.  796,  a  bill  “To  permit  the  charge  of 
tolls  on  certain  highways  constructed  with 
Federal  aid.” 

In  its  report  of  June  26,  1953,  to  your 
committee,  this  office  recommended  against 
the  enactment  of  S.  796  for  reasons  set  forth 
in  that  report.  The  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce  also  testified  in 
opposition  to  S.  796.  The  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  is  in¬ 
tended  to  overcome  the  objections  to  S.  796 
previously  expressed. 

This  office  perceives  no  objection  in  sub¬ 
stance  to  the  proposed  amendment.  Its  ap¬ 
plication  would  be  limited  to  four  designated 
Federal-aid  projects,  upon  which  tolls  may 
•  be  charged  by  the  State  of  Connecticut  after 
repayment  to  the  Federal  Government  or 
transfer  to  other  Federal-aid  projects  of 


4513 

Federal-aid  funds  expended  or  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  on  the  four  sections  involved.  How¬ 
ever,  in  order  to  assure  that  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  or  repaid  shall  be  expended  under  all 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  and  to  simplify  the  budgeting  and 
accounting  procedures  involved,  a  number  of 
changes  in  the  proposed  amendment  are  re¬ 
garded  as  necessary.  The  report  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  on  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  attaches  a  revised  draft  bill  which  is 
intended  to  accomplish  these  nonsubstan¬ 
tive  changes. 

This  office  has  no  objection  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  revised  draft  bill  submitted  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  substitute 
for  the  proposed  amendment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  R.  Belcher, 

Assistant  Director. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  now  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
which  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
originally  introduced  met  with  opposi¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  some  members  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  was  one  of  those 
who  signed  minority  views  in  opposition 
to  the  bill.  The  distinguished  Senator 
very  generously  reconsidered  his  bill 
and,  by  his  revisions,  he  has  met  all  the 
objections  which  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  had  to  the  bill.  When  the 
able  Senator  asked  the  Public  Works 
Committee  to  reconsider  the  question,  I 
believe  his  bill,  after  the  amendments 
to  which  the  Senator  agreed  were  made, 
received  unanimous  support.  I  wish  now 
to  join  the  able  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  in  support  of  his  amendment.  I 
think  it  preserves  the  basic  principles, 
failure  to  which  caused  objections  to  be 
made  and  minority  views  to  be  filed  with 
respect  to  the  original  bill. 

Will  not  the  distinguished  Senator 
explain  to  the  Senate  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  amendment  now  offered  and 
the  bill  which  he  originally  introduced? 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  my  bill  was 
originally  introduced  last  year.  I  am  a 
little  rusty  on  it,  because  the  bill  has 
been  extensively  revised. 

In  a  general  way,  the  bill  originally 
applied  to  all  States,  giving  them  the 
same  rights  as  are  contemplated  in  the 
present  amendment  with  respect  to  Con¬ 
necticut.  That  seemed  to  be  very  broad 
authority.  The  bill  has  now  been  boiled 
down  to  meet  a  specific  situation. 

A  further  difference  from  the  original 
bill  is  that  the  pending  amendment  in¬ 
volves  payment  in  cash  to  the  United 
States  Government  by  the  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut  of  the  so-called  mortgage.  I 
call  it  a  mortgage  for  simplicity.  The 
amendment  provides  that  Connecticut 
shall  pay  in  cash  the  amount  of  Federal- 
aid  funds  on  the  section  of  the  road 
which  we  wish  to  incorporate  in  the 
expressway  right-of-way  and  on  which 
we  desire  to  charge  tolls.  It  also  gives 
an  option  with  respect  to  the  other  three 
sections  of  the  road  which  will  be  incor¬ 
porated,  and  with  respect  to  which  the 
Federal  aid  has  been  or  is  being  ex¬ 
tended,  but  on  which  no  toll  stations  will 
be  placed  at  the  outset.  However,  if  the 
traffic  pattern  should  change  over  the 
years,  and  it  should  be  desired  to  place 
one  or  more  additional  toll  stations  on 
the  expressway  to  cover  one  or  more  of 
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the  three  sections,  we  would  have  the 
option,  under  this  amendment,  to  pay  off 
the  so-called  mortgage  by  paying  cash 
into  the  Treasury,  for  allocation  else¬ 
where  in  connection  with  a  Federal-aid 
project. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  not  the  Senator’s 
amendment  follow  the  precedent  set  in 
the  State  of  New  Jersey  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  toll  highway  there? 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
correct.  A  precedent  was  set  by  the  81st 
Congress  in  connection  with  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  true  that  if  the 
bill  as  originally  introduced  had  been 
enacted  a  new  and  different  policy  would 
have  been  adopted? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
quite  correct.  I  thank  him  very  much 
for  bringing  out  that  point. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  detain  the  Sen¬ 
ate  only  a  moment  more. 

This  a  very  important  matter.  It  in¬ 
volves  the  expenditure  of  $400  million 
in  the  State  of  Connecticut  within  the 
next  few  years.  It  involves  129  miles 
of  expressway.  This  expressway  is  par¬ 
alleled  throughout  by  free  roads  which 
are  now  extant  and  will  continue  in 
existence.  As  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  has  so  generously  pointed  out,  the 
amendment  has  been  approved  without 
opposition  by  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee.  I  take  occasion  at  this  point  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  and  also  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  who 
have  given  me  a  great  deal  of  advice  in 
connection  with  this  subject,  both  last 
year  and  this  year.  They  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  me  to  put  the  amendment  in 
acceptable  form. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield  to  the  majority 
leader 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  Record  made  clear  by  asking  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Connecticut 
if  his  amendment  is  not  identical  with 
Calendar  No.  703,  S.  796,  except  for  the 
amendments  which  have  been  worked 
out  as  a  result  of  discussions  with  Sena¬ 
tors  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle?  Oth¬ 
erwise,  is  not  the  bill  identical  with  the 
one  I  had  given  notice  would  be  called  up 
as  the  next  measure  to  be  considered? 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct.  I  thank  him  for  bringing  up 
that  point. 

I  wish  to  make  particular  acknowl¬ 
edgment  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  and  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin],  both  of  whom  have  been 
particularly  helpful  in  working  out  the 
proposed  amendment. 

I  have  about  concluded  my  remarks. 
I  merely  wish  to  add  that  the  purpose  of 
the  amendment  is  to  give  to  the  State  of 
Connecticut  the  privilege  of  lifting  the 
mortgage  on  the  one  section,  and  on  the 


other  sections  also,  if  it  should  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  so. 

The  purpose  of  offering  the  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time,  instead  of  letting  it 
come  up  in  the  form  of  a  bill  later,  is 
because  of  the  time  element  involved. 
I  feel  we  will  save  considerable  time  if 
the  Senate  will  accept  the  pending 
amendment  to  the  bill,  instead  of  mak¬ 
ing  it  necessary  to  go  through  the  pro¬ 
cedure  of  having  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  bring  it  up  separately. 

I  very  much  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
adopt  the  amendment. 

No  appropriations  are  called  for. 
However,  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  make  available  $400  million 
with  which  to  do  a  job  that  would  im¬ 
prove  travel  conditions  for  the  people 
of  the  country,  not  only  the  people  of 
my  own  State,  for  it  would  affect  many 
people  who  travel  through  Connecticut. 
Furthermore,  it  would  provide  employ¬ 
ment,  and  certainly  improve  the  safety 
and  convenience  of  travel  in  our  neigh¬ 
borhood,  and  add  to  the  comfort  and 
convenience  and  safety  of  those  whom 
we  welcome  into  our  State  every  year. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  will  be  very  glad  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference.  It  has  been 
very  well  explained  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  and  the  very 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore].  It  is  agreeable  to  us  to 
take  it  to  conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Bush]  for  himself  and 
his  colleague  [Mr.  Purtell], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  4-6-54-A. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  15, 
after  line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  19.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  162), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  additional  sum  of  $10,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  $50,000,000  of  the  sums  heretofore  and 
herein  authorized  for  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  Defense  Highway  Act  of  1941 
(55  Stat.  765),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  shall  be  available  for  contract  im¬ 
mediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

Renumber  succeeding  section  numbers. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  adds  a 
new  section  to  the  bill,  to  provide  some 
limited  funds  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
structing  or  improving  circumferential, 
or  by-pass  highways,  around  a  city,  or 
radial  highways  within  a  city,  when  such 
highways  are  designated  as  being  im¬ 
portant  for  civilian  or  military  defense. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  such  other 
official  as  the  President  may  designate, 
has  the  power  to  make  the  determination 
of  whether  or  not  such  a  highway  is  im¬ 
portant  to  civilian  or  military  defense. 

In  fiscal  terms,  the  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  an  additional  authorization  of  $10,- 
000,000.  It  also  provides  for  contract  au¬ 
thority  for  $50,000,000  of  the  money  pre- 
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viously  and  presently  authorized  for  this 
purpose.  Approximately  $53,000,000  of 
unused  authorizations  are  available  for 
this  purpose  from  previous  authoriza¬ 
tions  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  take  a  minute 
to  outline  the  nature  of  the  highways 
which  are  contemplated  under  this  sec¬ 
tion.  The  radial  intracity  highways 
called  for  would  be  direct  highways  lead¬ 
ing  directly  away  from  the  heart  of  our 
large  cities  and  out  into  the  rural  area. 
Such  highways  are  recognized  as  being 
essential  today  for  the  evacuation  of 
cities  in  the  event  of  an  enemy  attack. , 
Furthermore,  they  are  essential  now  in’ 
the  everyday  course  of  travel  in  our 
cities.  Any  one  who  drives  home  from 
downtown  in  any  American  city  at  5 :  30 
p.  m.  feels  pretty  sure  he  could  make 
good  use  of  the  type  of  highway  called 
for  in  this  section. 

As  evacuation  highways  in  case  of  an 
attack,  these  roads  would  also  be  avail¬ 
able  to  bringing  in  rescue  and  disaster 
teams  after  such  an  attack,  or  in  case  of 
any  other  emergency. 

The  circumferential,  or  by-pass,  high¬ 
ways  also  contemplated  in  this  section 
wil  lserve  similar  purposes,  and  they  are 
also  of  essential  importance  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  normal  business  every  day. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  may  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Michigan  that  I 
am  glad  he  has  offered  his  amendment. 
During  the  hearings  on  the  bill  we  were 
told  that  there  were  access  roads,  to  the 
extent  of  $14  million  -worth  of  projects, 
which  have  been  certified  as  important 
to  the  national  defense  and  for  which  no 
funds  are  available. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  will  make  it  possible  to 
proceed  with  the  construction  of  the  de¬ 
fense  access  roads  for  which  certification 
has  already  been  provided  by  the  using 
agency. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  places  an  em¬ 
phasis  upon  arterial  and  circumferential 
highways  for  which  authorization  was 
specifically  carried  in  the  1952  act,  and 
as  to  which  I  have  spoken  several  times 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  agreed 
to.  I  should  like  to  have  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  take  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  take  the  amendment  to 
conference.  Personally,  after  the  hear¬ 
ings  we  have  had,  I  believe  it  is  a  very 
valuable  addition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Unfortunately,  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  was  unable  to 
attend  the  short  meeting  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  when  the  pending  amendment 
was  approved  yesterday,  as  I  under¬ 
stand.  It  was  not  discussed  during  the 
writing  up  of  the  bill.  As  I  understand, 
it  would  renew  the  authority  for  the  so- 
called  access  roads  to  the  extent  of  $50 
million. 
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Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  And  add  $10  million 
to  it? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct.  The 
actual  amount  is  $53  million,  but  we  are 
not  asking  for  the  additional  $3  million. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  proposes 
a  new  provision  which,  as  I  understand, 
brings  the  Civil  Defense  Administrator 
into  the  picture. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 
The  original  bill  contained  an  almost 
identical  proposal,  but  it  provided  for 
$100  million.  I  am  reducing  the  amount 
to  $10  million,  as  a  beginning,  because 
I  believe  surveys  must  be  made. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
main  argument  in  opposition  to  the 
Chavez  amendment  was  that  it  would 
prevent  adequate  provision  to  be  made 
for  the  defense  of  the  large  cities.  I  said 
that  soon  a  special  bill  for  that  purpose 
would  be  introduced.  I  did  not  know 
that  it  would  be  introduced  so  soon, 
within  a  few  minutes.  Unfortunately, 
Mr.  President,  I  did  not  attend  the  meet¬ 
ing,  because  I  had  to  be  somewhere  else. 
However,  if  we  are  to  bring  the  Civil 
Defense  Administrator  into  the  picture, 
some  further  consideration  ought  to  be 
given  to  the  subject. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  amendment 
does  not  expand  the  existing  authority. 
There  is  another  amendment  which  I 
believe  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  will  be  another 
amendment  offered  expanding  the  pres¬ 
ent  authority  of  the  Civilian  Defense  Ad¬ 
ministrator? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  plan  to  offer  such 
an  amendment,  but  that  is  not  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  pending  amendment.  If 
the  Senator  desires  me  to  tell  him  what 
I  have  in  mind,  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  would 
not  mind  doing  so. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  next  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  intend  to  offer  reads: 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consider¬ 
ation  is  given  to  civil  defense  aspects  in  the 
planning  and  construction  of  highways  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of 
Federal  funds,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  consult — 

Only  consult — 

from  time  to  time,  with  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the  civil 
defense  aspects  of  highways  so  constructed  or 
reconstructed. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  for  belt  high¬ 
ways. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Or  radial  high¬ 
ways. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Will  all  the  expense 
be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  way  the  previ¬ 
ous  act  was  drawn,  it  is  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Administrator  to  pay  for 
it  all  or  to  have  part  of  the  amount  al¬ 
lowed  by  the  cities,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  will  recall  the  testimony  given  a 
few  years  ago  by  the  then  administrator 


of  public  roads,  Mr.  McDonald,  in  which 
he  stated  that  he  made  the  best  deal  he 
could  with  reference  to  access  roads. 
He  would  get  authority  from  the  State 
or  county  or  whatever  agency  might  co¬ 
operate,  but  in  no  case  had  the  Federal 
Government  paid  100  percent,  but  that 
in  many  areas  it  had  paid  75  percent. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  that  information. 

I  feel  that  this  is  rather  an  innovation. 
Access  roads,  as  I  have  understood,  are 
for  military  use  and  to  furnish  to  mili¬ 
tary  units  accessibility  to  the  main  high¬ 
way  system.  There  is  now  brought  for¬ 
ward  the  matter  of  accessibility  for  city 
populations  which  is  a  very  important 
matter,  but  which  I  think,  should  be 
studied  and  worked  on  before  it  becomes 
law. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  it  is  a  new  policy.  The  policy 
was  established  in  the  1952  act. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  further? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  may  not  be  thinking  of 
the  other  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  The  amendment  now 
pending  reads  as  follows: 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1952  *  *  *  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $10  million,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

And  so  forth.  It  does  not  broaden  the 
existing  authorization.  It  is  simply  an 
additional  increment  of  $10  million  to  the 
existing  authorization.  The  amendment 
which  relates  to  the  Civil  Defense  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  a  separate  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  I  understood,  the 
committee  decided  to  omit  this  subject 
matter  because  it  was  primarily  a  mili¬ 
tary  question,  or  was  so  intimately  con¬ 
nected  with  the  military  that  we  should 
leave  it  out  of  the  general  highway  bill. 
The  subject  matter  was  discussed  by  the 
committee  on  that  basis.  I  wish  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
but  I  think  his  amendment  should  have 
more  consideration.  In  great  deference, 
I  would  oppose  it  on  those  grounds. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  not  only  increases  the 
authorization  by  $10  million,  but  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  $50  million  of  the  sums  here¬ 
tofore  and  herein  authorized  for  the 
purposes  of  section  6  of  the  Defense 
Highway  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of 
the  act. 

That  means,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  have  no 
function  except  a  perfunctory  one.  It 
means  that  an  agency  can  enter  into  a 
contract  immediately  after  passage  of 
the  act,  without  coming  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  and  without  sub¬ 
mitting  to  the  Congress  a  plan  for  its 
approval. 

I  share  the  views  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Sten- 
nisL  The  committee  carefully  consid¬ 
ered  this  bill.  We  think  we  have  brought 


to  the  Senate  a  good  bill,  a  bill  which 
pays  proper  regard  to  the  highway  needs 
of  the  Nation,  to  the  extent,  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  committee,  that  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  would  be  justifiably  called  upon  to 
support.  But  here  at  the  last  minute 
we  are  asked  to  provide  $50  million  of 
contract  authorization,  perhaps  entirely 
Federal.  For  what  good  reason  can  the 
Senate  be  called  upon  at  this  late  hour, 
without  adequate  consideration,  to  agree 
to  this  amendment?  We  have  had  quite 
a  debate  over  the  question  of  allocation, 
as  to  whether  we  should  follow  the  tra¬ 
ditional  formula  or  give  special  consid¬ 
eration  to  population. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  the  Senate  to  de¬ 
feat  this  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  think  each 
time  Congress  has  provided  funds  for 
access  roads,  the  language  of  the  act  has 
included  some  contract  authorization. 
It  is  true  that  the  committee  did  not  in¬ 
clude  this  in  the  bill,  because  there  were 
considerable  authorizations  for  which 
appropriations  had  not  been  made.  The 
testimony  before  the  committee,  how¬ 
ever,  developed  two  very  important  facts. 
One  was  that  there  is  approximately  $14 
million  worth  of  certified  projects  exist¬ 
ing  today  for  which  money  has  not  been 
appropriated. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Johnson,  Director  of 
the  Division  of  Raw  Materials  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  testified  at 
page  292  of  the  hearings  that  they  have 
requirements  for  the  fiscal  year  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $3,100,000  in  uranium  min¬ 
ing  areas,  so  that  the  money  which  has 
already  been  certified,  plus  the  $3,- 
100,000,  would  make  approximately  $17 
million  worth  of  projects  which  have 
either  been  certified  or  are  under  con¬ 
sideration.  So  that  approximately  $17 
million  of  the  amount  the  amendment 
carries  for  contract  authorization  would 
be  needed  immediately. 

The  record  also  developed  that  most 
of  the  money  for  access-roads  appropri¬ 
ations  and  authorizations  previously  has 
been  expended  upon  roads  certified  by 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Mr.  C.  D.  Curtiss,  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  stated  that  in  addition  to 
$5,700,000,  there  has  been  added  $22,500,- 
000  certified  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission. 

So  that  up  to  this  time  most  of  the 
money  has  gone  for  access  roads  to  ura¬ 
nium  mines  or  for  roads  at  plants  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  so  much  faith  in  this  amendment 
and  so  much  faith  in  what  it  proposes 
to  do,  that  I  feel  positive  the  Senate  and 
the  House  will  appropriate  money  to  do 
this  job  through  their  regular  appropria¬ 
tions  committees. 

I  ask  to  modify  my  amendment  by 
striking  out  the  colon  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended"  and  substituting  a  period,  and 
then  striking  out  the  language  after  the 
word  “expended”  down  to  and  including 
line  9.  The  language  stricken  out  is  as 
follows : 

Provided,  That  $50,000,000  of  the  sums 
heretofore  and  herein  authorized  for  the 
purposes  of  section  6  of  the  Defense  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1941  (55  Stat.  765),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  con- 
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tract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
Act. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  concession  of  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan.  With 
that  modification  of  his  amendment,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  support  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  modified  his 
amendment. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  STENNTS.  Mr.  President,  the 
companion  amendment  which  with  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Admin¬ 
istrator  brings  him  in  purely  in  an  ad¬ 
visory  capacity.  I  think  that  is  not  a 
change  in  policy,  and  I  withdraw  my 
objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  4-5-5  4^JJ,  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  9, 
after  line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

CONSULTATION  WITH  FEDERAL  CIVIL  DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATOR 

Sec.  8.  In  order  to  assure  that  adequate 
consideration  is  given  to  civil  defense  as¬ 
pects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of 
highways  constructed  or  reconstructed  with 
the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  con¬ 
sult,  from  time  to  time,  with  the  Federal 
Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the 
civil  defense  aspects  of  highways  so  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed. 

Renumber  succeeding  section  num¬ 
bers. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  certainly  I 
see  no  objection  to  the  amendment.  All 
it  does  is  to  authorize  direct  consulta¬ 
tion.  The  existing  law  provides  that  the 
President  shall  designate  who  shall 
make  certification.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  anything  wrong  in  having  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  consult  with  the 
Civil  Defense  Administrator  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  designations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Ferguson], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  before 
we  move  to  the  final  passage  of  the  bill, 
may  I  inquire  of  the  eminent  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  who  is,  I  understand, 
in  charge  of  the  bill,  as  to  what  is  the 
theory  upon  which  the  bill  is  based. 

Last  year,  approximately  $650  million 
in  all,  was  appropriated  for  roads.  The 
bill  now  before  the  Senate  carries  an 
authorization  which  will  inevitably  re¬ 
sult  in  expenditures  of  $1  billion  a  year, 
or  $350  million  more  than  the  present 
amount.  I  wish  to  ask  the  eminent  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  how  this  can  be 
reconciled  with  the  desire  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  for  a  balanced  budget? 


Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  in  reply 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  know  that  many  Senators  and 
many  persons  in  my  own  State  are  won¬ 
dering  why  I  am  advocating  this  greatly 
increased  appropriation.  This  is  the 
reason : 

Last  year,  after  the  adjournment  of 
Congress,  I,  as  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  visited  various  parts 
of  the  United  States.  Together  with 
other  members  of  the  Senate  and  House 
Committees  on  Public  Works,  I  had  a 
long  conference  with  the  executive  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials.  This  organiza¬ 
tion  is  comprised  of  the  heads  of  the 
highway  commissions  of  the  various 
States. 

To  my  mind,  we  are  farther  behind  in 
the  construction  of  roads  in  America 
than  we  are  in  connection  with  any 
other  projects.  We  are  not  appropriat¬ 
ing,  when  the  depreciated  value  of  the 
dollar  is  considered,  any  more  money 
now  than  was  appropriated  15  years  ago. 
We  have  gone  through  World  War  II  and 
the  Korean  war.  We  have  not  had  the 
opportunity  of  keeping  up  our  road 
building. 

More  than  3  million  passenger  cars, 
buses,  and  trucks,  above  the  num¬ 
ber  which  are  scrapped,  go  onto  the  high¬ 
ways  every  year.  To  my  mind,  for  the 
safety  of  the  nation,  not  only  from  a 
traffic  standpoint,  but  also  from  a  de¬ 
fense  standpoint,  it  is  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  that  we  begin  to  construct  roads. 
It  was  for  that  reason  that  I  felt  the 
bill  should  have  the  support,  not  only 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
but  also  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ment  of  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  but  again  I  wish  to 
ask  how  this  bill  can  be  reconciled  with 
the  claim  of  the  administration  that  it 
desires  to  balance  the  budget. 

The  administration,  in  the  budget 
which  it  sent  to  Congress  in  January, 
said  that  the  deficit  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  would  be  $3.3  billion;  and  that 
for  fiscal  1954-55,  it  would  be  $2.9  billion. 
We  know,  as  an  actual  fact,  that  the  defi¬ 
cits  will  in  fact  be  much  greater,  irre¬ 
spective  of  any  tax  reduction,  because  of 
a  shrinkage  in  revenue.  Now  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  is  proposing  to 
increase  appropriations  by  $350  million, 
which  will  increase  the  deficit  still  fur¬ 
ther. 

Again,  I  wish  to  ask  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  what 
has  become  of  the  desire  of  the  Repub¬ 
lican  Party  to  balance  the  budget? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I,  of 
course,  shall  be  glad  to  hold  the  Senate 
in  session  for  a  discussion  of  the  general 
fiscal  policies  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States.  But  the  hour  is  almost  6 
o’clock,  and  I  had  hoped  that  we  might 
dispose  of  the  bill.  This  is  an  author¬ 
ization  bill.  I  assume  that  full  debate 
could  be  had  when  the  bill  to  provide 
appropriations  comes  before  the  Senate. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]  had  a  relative¬ 
ly  noncontroversial  bill  which  he  was 
anxious  to  have  called  up  this  afternoon. 


I  do  not  wish  to  move  to  recess  the  Sen¬ 
ate  at  this  time  without  having  disposed 
of  the  highway  bill.  I  was  hopeful  that 
it  might  be  brought  to  final '  passage, 
since  it  had  bipartisan  sponsorship  and, 
as  I  understand,  even  the  unanimous 
support  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  substantial  support  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ment  of  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
California.  I  assure  him  it  is  not  my 
intention  to  delay  matters.  But  I  am 
certain  he  does  not  wish  to  deprive  the 
country  of  the  information  which  we  are 
eagerly  awaiting  from  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania,  namely,  how  the  addi¬ 
tional  expenditure — because  it  will  be 
an  expenditure — of  $350  million  a  year 
can  be  reconciled  with  the  desire  of  the 
administration  to  have  a  balanced  bud¬ 
get.  I  am  still  eagerly  awaiting  those 
words  from  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania;  and  if  he  can  briefly  explain  the 
matter,  it  will  close  up  the  whole  matter. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  apol¬ 
ogize  for  taking  so  much  time,  but  I 
may  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois  that  for  50  years  I  have 
advocated  large  expenditures  for  na¬ 
tional  defense.  I  have  now  come  to  the 
conclusion,  after  a  great  deal  of  study 
and  consideration,  that  the  expenditure 
proposed  by  this  bill  can  be  made  up 
many  times  by  cutting  down  on  appro¬ 
priations  for  national  defense  and  for¬ 
eign  aid.  I  shall  be  fighting  for  that 
principle. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  possible  that 
economic  conditions  played  any  part 
in  the  decision  of  the  distinguished 
leader  of  the  majority  in  connection 
with  the  bill  to  increase  expenditures 
for  road  building?  Is  this  a  form  of 
compensatory  governmental  action  to 
offset  an  economic  contraction? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “No.” 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  assume  that  the 
extension  of  the  gasoline  tax,  plus  the 
fact  that  better  roads,  I  think,  will  make 
it  more  likely  that  a  greater  number  of 
automobiles  will  use  the  highways, 
which  will  tend  to  increase  the  revenues 
of  the  Government,  are  also  factors. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  discuss  the  matter 
more  fully  at  another  time;  but  again,  I 
respectfully  suggest  that  we  might  con¬ 
clude  our  action  on  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  fact 
that  the  committee  included  in  the  bill 
a  provision  giving  the  President,  in  the 
event  of  an  economic  recession  which 
might  grow  worse,  authority  to  step  up 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  by  a  year,  and 
to  put  into  play  a  very  much  enlarged 
public-works  program,  not  on  a  make- 
work  basis,  but  on  the  basis  of  doing 
something  to  care  for  the  Nation’s  needs, 
add  to  the  advantage  of  the  bill  from  a 
standpoint  which  has  been  previously 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  there  are 
many  valid  reasons  for  the  passage  of  the 
bill 
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Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  give  me  his  atten¬ 
tion  for  a  moment,  I  should  like  to  sug¬ 
gest,  in  answer  to  his  question,  that  the 
bill  does  not  relate  to  the  1955  budget. 
It  provides  an  authorization  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  the  fiscal  year  1955-56,  for  which 
no  budget  has  been  received. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  issue  has  been 
made  clear,  again  and  again,  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  floor  that  this  type  of  bill  so  far  as 
roads  are  concerned  is,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  an  appropriation  bill.  Once 
the  authorization  for  roads  is  made,  the 
money  is  then  allocated  to  the  several 
States.  It  has  been  held  by  this  body, 
again  and  again,  that  Congress  is  then 
bound  to  appropriate  funds  up  to  the 
amount  of  the  authorization.  I  have 
opposed  this  conclusion  but  I  have  been 
repeatedly  and  overwhelmingly  defeated. 
Therefore,  when  this  bill  is  approved, 
automatically  the  expenditures  will  fol¬ 
low. 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  Senator  knows  this 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  budget  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  1955. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  may  suggest  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
if  one  were  to  review  the  $10  billion  a 
year  which  the  Senator  has  been  voting 
for  since  the  junior  Senator  from  Nevada 
has  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  to 
build  roads  and  projects  in  European 
countries,  we  might  have  balanced  the 
budget  if  some  of  that  money  had  been 
used  to  build  a  few  roads  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  heard  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  make  that  state¬ 
ment  many  times,  but  at  the  moment  the 
Senate  has  before  it  the  highway  bill; 
and  I  am  struck  by  the  position  of  the 
majority  when,  on  the  one  hand,  it  says 
it  wishes  to  balance  the  budget,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  advocates  expending 
$350  million  more  on  highways  than  was 
spent  last  year  or  $700  million  more  in 
the  2  years.  I  do  not  see  how  such  posi¬ 
tions  can  be  reconciled,  unless  the  major¬ 
ity  admits  that  there  is  a  need  for  a  pub¬ 
lic  works  program  to  offset  an  economic 
recession.  If  that  is  the  purpose  of  the 
bill,  I  shall  support  it. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  A  very  direct  answer  can 
be  given  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
The  President,  in  his  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  suggested  that  the  Congress 
should  make  increased  provision  for  the 
construction  of  public  roads  provided  the 
gasoline  taxes  were  extended.  It  has 
been  stated  repeatedly  during  the  debate 
of  the  last  few  days  that  the  amount 
proposed  to  be  appropriated  By  the  high¬ 
way  bill  is  substantially  the  equivalent  of 
the  anticipated  receipts  from  the  Federal 
gasoline  tax  during  fiscal  years  1956  and 
1957,  for  which  this  bill  provides.  The 
receipts  from  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
for  the  fiscal  year  1953  were  $979  million. 
Such  tax  receipts  are  increasing  at  the 


rate  of  about  5  percent  a  year.  That 
will  mean  that  the  billion-dollar  mark 
will  be  passed  during  fiscal  years  1956  and 
1957.  So  that  it  is  consistent  with  the 
program  announced  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  that  there  should  be  a  highway  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  cost  substantially  the 
equivalent  of  receipts  from  the  Federal 
tax  on  gasoline  and  lubricating  oils. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Woi'ks  be  discharged 
from  further  consideration  of  H.  R.  8127, 
which  is  the  House  bill  on  this  subject. 
If  the  unanimous  consent  request  is 
granted  by  the  Senate,  I  shall  then  ask, 
as  is  customary  in  our  legislative  pro¬ 
cedure,  that  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
be  stricken  from  the  House  bill  and  that 
the  Senate  bill,  as  amended,  be  sub¬ 
stituted. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say,  in  reply  to  the  comment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota,  that  passage 
of  the  bill  will  lead  to  an  increase  in  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures.  It  may  be  true  that 
there  will  be  expended  in  Federal  aid 
for  highways  only  the  approximate  sum 
to  be  collected  in  Federal  gas  taxes;  but 
it  is  well  known  that  in  the  past  there 
has  been  collected  more  money  from  the 
Federal  gas  tax  than  has  been  spent  on 
Federal  highways  and  on  Federal  aid 
to  highways,  and  that  the  difference  has 
been  used  for  other  purposes.  Further¬ 
more,  the  Federal  gas  tax  is  not  an  allo¬ 
cated  or  pledged  tax ;  it  is  instead  merged 
with  the  general  revenues,  and  from 
those  general  revenues,  appropriations 
are  made.  So  that  this  hocus  pocus,  if 
I  may  call  it  that,  which  my  good  friend 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  in¬ 
dulging  in,  does  not  fool  anybody. 
What  is  happening  is  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  or  the  Republican  Party  is  in¬ 
creasing  expenditures  for  the  years  1956 
and  1957  by  $350  million  over  those  now 
provided,  and  that  will  increase  the  Fed¬ 
eral  deficit  by  this  amount.  If  it  is  de¬ 
sired  to  do  all  this  in  order  to  stabilize 
economic  conditions,  well  and  good ;  but 
Senators  might  as  well  admit  what  is  be¬ 
ing  done. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  hope  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  will  not  be 
too  disappointed  if  there  is  not  an  eco¬ 
nomic  dislocation.  He  seems  to  be  de¬ 
voting  a  great  deal  of  his  time  to  it. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  appears  to  be  pretty 
well  mixed  up.  We  must  have  better 
transportation  facilities  in  order  to  take  ] 
care  of  the  expanded  economy  which  we 
expect  to  enjoy  during  the  next  few 
years. 

Mi’.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
renew  my  request  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  be  discharged  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  H.  R.  8127. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  | 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  1 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  now  move  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideraion 
of  H.  R.  8127. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 


(H.  R.  8127) ,  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended, 
and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  move  that  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  House  be  stricken,  and  that 
Senate  bill  3184,  as  amended,  be  inserted 
in  lieu  thereof. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  final  passage  of 
the  bill.  [Putting  the  question.]  The 
“ayes”  seem  to  have  it.  The  “ayes”  have 
it,  and  the  bill  is  passed. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment,  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  ap¬ 
point  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Martin, 
Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Bush,  Mr.  Chavez,  and  Mr. 
Holland  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  3184,  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  is  indefinitely  postponed. 


^NVEYANCE  OF  PROPERTY  TO 
BOULDER,  COLO. 

KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
mov&that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
sidera^ion  of  Calendar  No.  1089,  Se: 
bill  27 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  apd  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(S.  2713)  \to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  \to  reconvey  certain  property 
which  the  city  of  Boulder,  Colo.,  donated 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
establishment,  of  a  radio, 'propagation 
laboratory, 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Fot  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate,  sincent  is  now  a  little 
after  6  o’clock,  I  ihay  §ay  I  do  not  intend 
to  proceed  to  the\c 
bill  this  afternoon, 
of  Senators  who 
they  desire  to  ha,ve 
is  one  bill  which/the 
ator  from  South’ Carolina  desires  to  have 
considered,  ar>&,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  unfinished  business  be 
temporarily  ..  laid  aside  in '  order  to  con¬ 
sider  Calendar  No.  1180,  H.  R.  839. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection;  it  is  so  ordered. 


ideration  of  the 
ere  are  a  number 
ve  matters  which 
onsidered.  There 
istinguished  Sen- 
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SCARLETT  SCOGGI 

\ 

KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous,  consent  that  the 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  1180,  H.  R.  889.  \ 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
889)  for  the  relief  of  Scarlett  Scoggin. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  have  this  bill 
taken  up  out  of  order,  even  though  it 
will  be  noted  that  on  the  calendar  there 
are  several  similar  bills  which  normally 
would  come  up  on  the  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  and  probably  would  be  passed  with¬ 
out  debate. 

However,  my  attention  has  been  called 
to  the  fact  that  the  Rev.  and  Mrs. 
Blainard  Elmo  Scoggin,  the  adoptive 
parents  of  Scarlett  Scoggin,  are  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  Reverend 
Scoggin  is  a  missionary  in  Palestine  for 
the  Southern  Baptist  Convention.  Rev¬ 
erend  and  Mrs.  Scoggin  are  arranging 
to  return  home  on  the  29th  of  this 
month,  and  they  wish  to  bring  the  child 
with  them.  That  is  the  purpose  and  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  bill. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (H. 
R.  889)  for  the  relief  of  Scarlett  Scoggin 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


REPORT  ON  OPERATIONS  OF  STATE 
DEPARTMENT— MESSAGE  FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  (H.  DOC.  NO.  365) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Beall  in  the  chair)  .  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  which 
was  read  and,  with  the  accompanying 
report,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States .* 
I  transmit  herewith  a  report  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  on  the  operations  of 
the  Department  of  State  under  section  2 
of  Public  Law  584,  79th  Congress,  as 
required  by  that  law. 

The  enclosed  report  contains  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  developments  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  1953  calendar  year.  It 
also  includes  a  status  report  on  execu¬ 
tive  agreements  concluded  with  foreign 
governments  pursuant  to  this  legislation, 
as  well  as  listings  of  names  of  both 
American  and  foreign  recipients  of 
grants,  a  detailed  statement  on  ex¬ 
penditures,  various  statistical  tables,  and 
other  information  concerning  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  this  program  during  the  1953 
calendar  year. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 
The  White  House,  April  7,  1954. 
(Enclosure:  Report  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  concerning  Public  Law  584.) 


ADDITIONAL  APPROPRIATION  FOR 
DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR — CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  at  the  desk  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  House  Joint  Resolution  461, 
making  an  additional  appropriation  for 
the  Department  of  Labor.  I  understand 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 


FergusonI  is  prepared  to  submit  the 
conference  report  at  this  time. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res. 
461)  making  an  additional  appropriation 
for  the  Department  of  Labor  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read,  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  461)  making  an  additional 
appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Labor 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  1. 

Styles  Bridges, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

Guy  Cordon, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Fred  E.  Busbey, 

Hamer  H.  Budge, 

John  Taber, 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  call  of  the  roll  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  calling 
up  of  the  conference  report  on  House 
Joint  Resolution  461  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Up¬ 
ton  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection  it 
is  so  ordered. 


LICENSE  TO  LEAHI  HOSPITAL  TO 

USE  CERTAIN  UNITED  STATES 

PROPERTY  IN  HONOLULU,  HAWAII 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
resume  the  consideration  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  House  bill  6025,  dealing 
with  the  Leahi  Hospital,  at  Honolulu. 
Prior  announcement  has  been  given  that 
the  conference  report  would  be  taken  up 
today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  report 
of  the  committee  of  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  6025)  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  grant  a  license  to 
the  Leahi  Hospital,  a  nonprofit  institu- 


April  7. 

tion,  to  use  certain  United  States  prop¬ 
erty  in  the  city  and  county  of  Honolulu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
as  the  Senate  will  recall,  the  bill  passed 
the  Senate  with  an  amendment,  which 
was  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  providing  that  the  hos¬ 
pital  should  pay  50  percent  of  the  fair 
rental  value  of  the  land  which  was 
leased  under  a  10-year  lease  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  the  hospital,  for 
parking  purposes.  In  conference  the 
House  conferees  refused  to  agree  to  the 
amendment,  and  there  was  nothing  for 
the  Senate  conferees  to  do  but  recede,  or 
else  have  the  bill  die  in  conference. 

The  Senate  conferees  did  recede;  and 
the  conference  report  is  now  before  the 
Senate  without  the  amendment  which 
was  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  rather  con¬ 
sistent  in  supporting  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  to  many  bills.  I  think  it  has  great 
merit,  and  I  think  it  has  helped  in  many 
ways.  But,  for  the  life  of  me,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  cannot  see  how  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  applies  in  this  case. 

Here  we  are  dealing  with  a  10-year 
lease,  involving  about  4 1/2  acres  of  ground 
which  the  Government  does  not  need 
‘at  this  time.  The  lease  is  a  revocable 
one,  Mr.  President.  It  amounts  to  only 
a  tenancy  by  suffrance.  The  minute  the 
Government  wants  to  take  the  land  back, 
under  the  terms  of  the  lease  it  can  re¬ 
take  and  regain  complete  possession  and 
control  of  the  land. 

The  hospital  'expects  to  spend  about 
$20,000  improving  this  land,  so  that  when 
the  Government  does  get  it  back  it  will 
be  in  an  improved  state  and  will  be  of 
greater  value  than  it  is  today.  I  think 
it  is  quite  unfair  to  ask  an  institution 
such  as  a  hospital,  which  is  supported 
largely  by  public  funds,  to  use  such  pub¬ 
lic  funds  to  pay  rental  to  the  Federal 
Government.  It  means  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is,  in  effect,  taking 
money  out  of  one  pocket  and  putting  it 
into  another.  ' 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Oregon  will 
not  oppose  this  conference  report.  I  feel 
in  my  heart  that  this  is  not  the  sort  of 
case  to  which  the  Morse  formula  should 
be  applied.  Again  and  again  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  I  have  objected  to 
the  consideration  of  bills  because  they 
did  not  comply  with  the  Morse  formula. 
Here  we  are  dealing  with  a  lease.  Title 
will  remain  at  all  times  in  the  Federal 
Government.  It  will  get  the  land  back 
with  improvements.  As  I  say,  some 
$20,000  will  be  expended  on  the  land. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Oregon  will 
see  the  difference  between  this  case  and 
a  case  in  which  something  of  real  and 
permanent  value  is  being  transferred. 

Mr.  DANIEL  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas  would  mind  permitting  us 
to  see  if  we  can  complete  action  on  the 
conference  report.  I  am  hopeful  that 
that  may  be  done  in  a  few  minutes.  I 
assure  the  Senator  that  there  will  be  no 
move  to  recess  until  he  has  had  the 
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HTGHLIGHTS:  Senate  completed  congressional  action  on  Mexican  farm-labor  anpropriation 
•  Asure*  Senate  debatea  buildings  lease— purchase  billo  House  sent  read  authoriza— 
tions  bill  to  conference*.  Agricultural  appropriation  bill  is  to  be  reported  today, 
and  debate  is  to  begin  Mon*  Senate  debate  on  wool  bill  is  to  begin  Mon #  Rep#  String* 
fellow  defended  reorganization  of  PMA  committees# 


SENATE 

1*  FAR'T  LABOR.'  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H«  J.  Res*  46 1,  providing  an 
appropriation  of  4478,000  additional  to  the  labor  Department  for  the  exican 
farm  labor  program  (pp*  4579-80)*  This  measure  vd.ll  now  be  sent  to  the 
President* 

2.  BUILDINGS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R*  6342,  to  authorize  the  General  Services  Admini- 

stration  to' acquire  land  and  to  provide  for  construction  of  buildings  thereon 
by  executing  lease-purchase  contracts.  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments. 

Sen.  Dirksen  objected  to' one  of  these  amendments,  which  would  require  approval 
of  the  Public  .,orks  Committees,  to  the  larger  contracts.  He  inserted  an  opinion, 
of  the  Justice  Department  that  this  provision  was  unconstitutional.  He  submitted 
an  amendment  that  would  provide  for' a  waiting  period,  in  order  to  give  Congress 
an  opportunity  to  consider  the  contracts,  but  would  not  authorize  congressional 
committees  to  prevent  the  contracts  from  going  into  effect#  (pp.  4536,  4591- 
610.)  -  • 

«  . ,  4 

3.  WOOL  PRICE  SUPPORTS#  Sen*. .Hendrickson  announced  that  it  is  expected  the  wool 

bill,  S.  29.ll,  will  be  debated  beginning  “onday  (p*  4611)# 

4*  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Danger  inserted  farM-groups 1  requests  regarding  price  sup¬ 
ports  *  on  dairy  products,  wool^  beef,  poultry,  eggs,  etc*  (pp.’ 4576-7) ♦ 

Sen.  Aiken  inserted  a  Vt,  Poultry  Assn,  rfesolutibn  saying  price  supports  are 

"superficial"  and  that  "fundamental  faults"  should  be  attacked  (p.  4576), 

»  ’  *• 

5.  INSPECTION  FEES,  Sen.  Danger  inserted  a  Potato  Growers  Assn,  resolution  opposing 
an  increase  in  terminal-market  inspection  fees  for  USDA  (p.  4576). 
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6. 


PERSOUI'IEL.  As  reported  (see  Digest  63),  S.  2665  provides  as  follows:  Abolishes 
the  crafts,  protective,  and  custodial  schedule  of  the  Glassification  Act  and 
transfers  these  positions  to  either  the  local  prevailing-wage-rate  system  or  the 


general  schedule.  Increases  from  400  to  700  the  number  of  authorized  super- 


grades  and  removes  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  positions  in  each  grade. 
Provides  for  longevity  salary  step  increases  for  employees  at  GS-11  through  OS- 
15.  Authorizes  departments  to  request  appropriations  to  pay  not  over  ,100 
annually  for  employee-uniform  allowances .  Repeals  the  .bitten  amendment. 

'  eder razes  and  simplifies  the  overtime  and  premium  compensation  laws  re- 
\ _ t  _ _ _ 

o 


anting  to  Federal  employees.  Raises  the  cut-off  point  on  overtime  pay  to  the 

Increases  the  ceiling  on.  base  pay  plus  overtime 

Lnimum  of  2 


m3 


maximum  or  GS-9,  now. v 5, 810. 

or  any  other  premium,  pay  from  ’  .•10,350  't’p  \>1I,300.  Guarantees’  a 
hours  *  pay  at  the  overtime  rate  ‘for  any  Federal  employee’’  called  back  for  oyer-, 
time  work  on  a  non-work-day  or  during  his  off-duty  hours.’  Assures  employees  , 
that  they  will  be  assigned’  to  normal  v.'prk  schedules  except  where  irregular 
tours  of  duty  are  essential  and  permits  agencies  to  continue  to  schedule 
unusual  tour’s  of  duty  for  employees  whenever  operating  requirements  necessitate 
it.  Permits  a  department  to  pay,  not  in  excess  of  25$.  of  an  employees  basic  pay. 
if  the  employee  occupies  a- position  such  as  fire  fighter  which  requires  him  tef 
remain  at  his  station  longer  than,  ordinary  periods  of  duty,  with  a  substantial 
part  of  the  work  consisting  .of  remaining  in  a  standby  status  (such  premium  pay 
to  be  in  lieu  of  other  premium  pay  provided  for  under  the  bill).  Provides  for 
similar  benefits  up  to  15$  additional  to  base  pay,  for  irregular  or  unscheduled 
overtime,  night,  or  holiday  duty,  to  other  employees  (such  as  criminal  investi¬ 
gators  )  whose  hours  of  duty  cannot  be  controlled  administratively  and  which 
require  substantial  amounts  of  irregular  unscheduled  overtime  duty  or  at  night 
and  on  holidays. 

Establishes  a  uniform  Government  employees ’  incentive  awards  program. 

Places  authority  for  direction  of  the.  program  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
Authorizes  Presidential  honorary  awards  to  civilian  employees.  Authorizes 
monetary  awards  based  on  Government-wide  savings  when  appropriate.  Fakes 
employees  under  all  pay  laws  eligible  for  all  types  of  awards.  Eliminates 
salary-increase  awards  and  provides  for  cash  awards  In  their  stead.  Eliminates 
the  present  '-25,000  annual  limit  on  total  cash  awards  an  agency  can  make  for 
adopted  employee  suggestions.  Eliminates  the  present  pi, 000  limit  on  individv  1 
cash  awards  for  employee  suggestions.  Eliminates  the  present  maximum  (an  amor  ^ 
equal  to  three  within-grade  salary  steps)  oft  certain  cash  awards.  Extends  the 
awards  program  to  cover  inventions  by  Government  employees.  Permits  delegation, 
within  departments,  of  the  authority  to  make  awards. 


7.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS*  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  K.  R.  8127,  to  authorize 
road  appropriations  for  3.956-7  (p.  4638)*  Senate  conferees  have  been  aopointed. 


8.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The _  Public  Forks  .Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  8377, 
authorizing  appropriations  for  Army  flood-control  projects  in  the  Columbia  Basin 
(H.  Rept.  1509) (p.  4645). 


9.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  The ' Appropriations  Committee  was  granted 

permission  to  report  this  bill  today,  Apr.  9,  during  House  adjournment. 

Fajority  Leader  Hall;  ck  stated  that,  if  a  rule  is  reported,  this  bill  will  be 
considered  fon.  and,  if  not  completed  that  day,  will  go  over  Until  Vied,  because- 
of  the  Ill.  primary  (p.  4637). 

V 

10.  ADJOURNED  until  Ion.,  Apr.  12  (p.  4645). 
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I  think  we  have  gone  pretty  far  in  this 
matter  when  one  reflects  in  1941,  just 
prior  to  World  War  II — and  while  a  war 
was  waging  in  Europe — there  was  a  pro¬ 
posal  made  to  legalize  wiretapping.  I  can 
remember  tn^it  I  opposed  it  then  as  did 
the  majority  of  the  Members  of  Congress 
at  that  time.  As  a  result,  the  measure 
did  not  pass.  A.  very  unique  strategy 
was  used  today  to  promote  the  present 
bill  and  that  was  themajority  leadership 
tagged  the  measure  as  an  antitraitor  bill. 
This  undoubtedly  got  many  votes  for  the 
measure  because  I  know  many  Members 
who  voted  for  the  bill  did  so  because 
their  constituents  would  not  understand 
a  vote  against  it.  But  people  should  re¬ 
member  that  their  telephones  can  be 
tapped  at  any  time  if  this  bill  becomes  a 
law.  In  other  words,  it  is  nothing  except 
eavesdropping.  If  the  Attorney  General 
and  the  FBI  are  not  capable  of  ferreting 
out  traitors  and  subversives  in  this  coun¬ 
try  without  the  aid  of  wiretapping,  then 
I  think  it  is  high  time  to  hire  new  men 
to  do  their  job.  The  fact  that  the  courts 
will  determine  the  admissibility  does  not 
make  it  less  obnoxious  and  dangerous. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate,  by 
Mr.  Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  6025)  entitled  “An  act  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
grant  a  license  to  the  Leahi  Hospital, 
a  nonprofit  institution,  to  use  certain 
United  States  property  in  the  city  and 
county  of  Honolulu,  T.  H.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  461)  entitled  “Joint 
resolution  making  an  additional  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Department  of  Labor 
for  the  fiscal  year  1954,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE 

REMAINDER  OF  THE  WEEK  AND 

NEXT  WEEK 

(Mr.  RAYBURN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  I  do  this,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  in  order  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]  what  we  may 
expect  for  the  remainder  of  the  week  and 
for  next  week. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  there  is  an 
understanding  about  a  matter  \fthich  will 
be  taken  up  immediately  following  this. 

Then  we  expect  to  take  up  the  bill  that 
was  scheduled  having  to  do  with  the  im¬ 
pounding  of  mail  in  certain  circum¬ 
stances  immediately  following  and  con¬ 
clude  that  this  evening. 

If  that  is  concluded  I  shall  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  adjourn  over  until  Mon¬ 
day. 


We  expect  to  get  the  Agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  and  report  filed  tomor¬ 
row.  A  rule  will  be  necessary  in  con¬ 
nection  with  it.  If  the  rule  is  filed  we 
.will  call  the  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill  Monday. 

Monday,  of  course,  is  District  day,  and 
I  understand  there  are  some  bills  from 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  that  may  be  called  on  Monday.  They 
are  S.  2305,  the  safety-responsibility  bill; 
H.  R.  7061  having  to  do  with  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  children;  and  H.  R.  7062.  having 
to  do  with  the  placing  of  children. 

Following  the  District  business  we  will 
call  up  the  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill.  There  is  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  how  rapidly  that  bill  can  be  dis¬ 
posed  of,  but  it  will  be  the  continuing 
order  of  business  for  such  time  as  may 
be  necessary. 

The  Illinois  primary  takes  place  on 
Tuesday,  and  under  our  arrangement  the 
gentleman  knows  we  would  undertake 
to  keep  that  day  clear.  There  are  other 
considerations  that  interest  some  other 
Members;  but  if  the  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  not  concluded  on  Monday 
it  will  go  over  and  be  concluded  on 
Wednesday. 

Wednesday  is  Pan-American  Day  and 
some  time  will  be  taken  up  on  that. 

There  were  two  bills  that  were  sched¬ 
uled  for  this  week  which  will  go  over  to 
the  latter  part  of  next  week:  H.  R.  2556 
having  to  do  with  the  extradition  of  cer¬ 
tain  fugitives  and  S.  984  having  to  do 
with  the  tax  court  decisions. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  a  great  many  Members 
are  not  going  to  be  here  next  week.  He 
knows  that  and  I  know  that.  There  has 
been  some  question  raised  about  the  bill 
H.  R.  2556.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
that  bill  will  be  controversial.  I  do  not 
know,  however. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  that  we  never 
undertook  to  clear  the  program  for  next 
week.  I  appreciate  the  suggestion  of  the 
gentleman.  If  that  matter  could  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  on  Wednesday,  which  would 
seem  quite  likely,  I  would  hope  it  could 
be  done,  but,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
we  expect  to  take  a  recess  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  week  and  of  necessity  some  of 
these  matters  that  are  before  us  must 
be  disposed  of.  I  really  think  we  have 
been  rather  liberal. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Are  we  going  to 
legislate  on  Thursday  or  Friday  of  next 
week? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  We  are  not  going  to 
legislate  on  Friday. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  On  Thursday? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  gentleman 
knows  what  our  understanding  has  been 
about  the  Easter  recess.  We  expect  to 
recess  from  Thursday  evening  before 
Good  Friday,  the  evening  of  the  15th, 
until  Monday  the  26. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Hoping  that  nothing 
controversial  will  come  up. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  the  gentleman 
knows  I  have  been  accommodating,  and 
will  be. 

COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
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mittee  on  Rules  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  night  to  file  reports  on 
the  bill  H.  R.  8377,  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Angell], 
and  on  the  Department  of' Agriculture 
appropriation  bill  for  1955. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  may 
have  until  midnight  tomorrow  night  to 
file  a  report  on  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  appropriation  bill  for  1955. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN  reserved  all  points  of 
order  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
bill. 


FUNDS  FOR  HOSPITALIZATION  OF 

CERTAIN  VETERANS  IN  THE 

PHILIPPINES 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8044)  to  extend  the  authorization 
for  funds  for  the  hospitalization  of  cer¬ 
tain  veterans  in  the  Philippines. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  being  no  objection,' the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  4  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  865,  80th  Congress,  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  word  “five”  and  substituting 
therefore  the  word  “eight.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment; 

Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  the  word  “eight" 
and  insert  the  word  “ten.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

House  Resolution  503  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

THE  MEANING  OF  BATAAN 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  particularly  fitting  on  this 
day  that  the  Nation  pay  tribute  to  those 
gallant  American  and  Philippine  soldiers 
who  fought  so  courageously  against 
vastly  superior  totalitarian  forces  on  the 
peninsula  of  Bataan.  The  beleaguered 
American-Philippine  forces  for  3  long 
months,  outnumbered,  underequipped, 
lacking  in  munitions  and  other  imple¬ 
ments  of  war,  harassed  by  disease  and 
exhaustion,  fought  on  against  heavy  odds 
and  with  courage  and  fortitude,  bitterly 
contested  every  inch  of  the  ground  of  Ba¬ 
taan.  Such  a  sacrifice  was  necessary  in 
order  to  give  the  democracies  sufficient 
time  to  consolidate  their  forces  in  the 
United  States,  Australia,  and  elsewhere. 
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The  heroes  of  Bataan  had  accom¬ 
plished  their  mission  and  to  them  must 
go  a  major  part  of  the  credit  for  the  ulti¬ 
mate  victory  in  1945.  The  sacrifice  at 
Bataan  wrecked  the  timetable  of  the 
Japanese  forces  for  more  than  3  months, 
which  but  for  it  would  have  been  suffi¬ 
cient  time  for  the  Japanese  to  overrun 
the  rest  of  southeast  Asia,  the  Pacific, 
and  Australia.  It  was  a  dark  day  in  the 
course  of  our  struggle  in  the  Pacific  when 
Bataan  fell.  But  during  the  last  12  years 
the  word  “Bataan”  has  become  a  word  of 
honor  and  courage  in  our  language  and 
in  the  language  of  freedom  the  world 
over.  Yes,  Bataan  was  a  military  defeat 
but  it  was  a  victory  of  spirit — the  spirit 
which  moves  men  regardless  of  color  or 
creed  to  unite  in  a  common  cause  and 
fight  to  retain  their  freedom. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Bataan  should  never 
have  been  and  the  blood  that  was  shed 
and  the  treasures  that  were  wasted  then 
would  not  have  been  in  vain  if  we  had  not 
allowed  ourselves  to  be  lulled  into  a  false 
sense  of  security.  We  were  engrossed  in 
the  pleasures  that  flow  from  our  demo¬ 
cratic  way  of  life,  never  realizing  that  the 
liberties  which  we  enjoy  are  ours  only  if 
we  exercise  the  greatest  of  vigilance. 

We  saw  that  phenomenon  in  the  pe¬ 
riod  between  the  First  and  Second  World 
Wars.  It  took  the  tragedy  of  Pearl  Har¬ 
bor  and  the  bombing  of  Manila  to  jar 
us  from  our  lethargy.  It  was  then  too 
late  to  win  the  initial  victory  of  the  war. 
We  saw  that  phenomenon  again  after 
Second  World  War  and  so  came  Korea. 
In  it  we  saw  a  repetition  of  the  tragedies 
that  overtook  us  in  1941. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Congress  to  see  that  this  does  not 
happen  again.  Because  today  in  this 
atomic  and  thermonuclear  age  we  face 
a  threat  not  only  to  our  liberties  but  to 
our  survival  as  a  Nation,  never  before  ex¬ 
perienced  in  our  history.  The  godless 
masters  of  the  Kremlin  in  their  quest  for 
world  domination  respect  only  military 
strength  and  therefore  our  best  hope  of 
preventing  a  third  world  war,  and  to  win 
it  if  it  comes,  is  to  maintain  a  strong  Mil¬ 
itary  Establishment.  That  is  why  Ba¬ 
taan  should  be  a  constant  reminder  to 
all  of  us  that  we  must  be  prepared  for  any 
eventuality  by  fostering  and  maintain¬ 
ing  a  strong  Army,  an  effective  Navy  and 
Air  Force,  backed  up  by  a  strong  and  free 
economy.  Bataan  should  also  stand  as 
a  constant  reminder  of  the  need  for 
strong  allies  to  work  with  this  Nation  in 
maintaining  a  collective  security  for  the 
free  world.  Our  country’s  contribution 
to  NATO,  the  Pacific  pacts,  and  other  se¬ 
curity  arrangements  gives  proof  to  the 
fact  that  the  United  States  is  increas¬ 
ingly  aware  of  the  need  for  collective  se¬ 
curity.  We  must  continue  to  support 
these  endeavors. 

I  should  like  to  quote  General  Wain- 
wright,  the  hero  of  Bataan: 

My  men  and  I  were  victims  of  shortsight¬ 
edness  at  home,  of  blind  trust  in  the  respect¬ 
ability  of  scheming  aggressors.  *  »  *  The 
price  of  our  unpreparedness  •  *  *  was  stag¬ 
gering  to  the  imagination.  The  price  of  our 
unpreparedness  for  a  world  war  III  would  be 
death  to  millions  of  us  and  the  disappearance 
from  the  earth  of  its  greatest  Nation. 


Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  particularly  fitting 
that  the  bill  H.  R.  8044,  to  continue 
Philippine  hospitalization,  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  today. 

This  bill,  which  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  from  the  Committee  on  Veterans’ 
Affairs,  extends  for  5  additional  years 
the  authority  of  the  American  Govern¬ 
ment  to  bear  a  portion  of  the  expense 
incident  to  the  hospitalization  of  vet¬ 
erans  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
who  fought  in  defense  of  the  United 
States  during  World  War  n. 

Public  Law  865  of  the  80th  Congress 
enacted  July  1,  1948,  and  the  authority 
for  the  hospitalization  feature  expires 
December  31  of  this  year. 

Over  50,000  Filipinos  died  on  Bataan, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  it  is  appropriate  today, 
which  is  the  anniversary  of  the  fall  of 
Bataan,  that  we  do  honor  to  those  men 
and  to  the  others  who  survived,  by  ex¬ 
tending  the  right  of  hospitalization  for 
an  additional  period. 

The  original  law  also  provided  a  grant 
of  $22.5  million  for  the  construction  of 
a  hospital  which  is  now  scheduled  for 
completion  next  year.  The  original  act/ 
also  provided  for  the  United  States  Gov/ 
ernment  to  pay  $3,285,000  each  year  for 
hospitalization  and  in  no  year  since  that 
law  was  enacted  has  the  maximum  figure 
been  reached.  The  first  year  it  was  over 
$30,000;  the  second  year  $352,000;  the 
third  year  $1,100,000 ;  and  in  1953  $2,- 
164,000. 

At  the  present  time  hospitalization  is 
being  furnished  by  some  20  private 
and  5  Government  hospitals  most  of 
which  have  contracts  'with  the  Philippine 
Veterans’  Board.  These  contracts  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  hospitals  to  furnish  all  re¬ 
quired  medicine,  food,  lodging,  and  so 
forth,  at  a  flat  per  diem  rate.  These 
rates  vary  from  $10  to  $16.50  per  day, 
depending  upon  the  type  of  patients, 
medical  facilities  available,  and  other 
factors.  All  of  the  patients  are  service- 
connected  and,  at  the  end  of  January 
1954,  686  patients  were  being  taken  care 
of.  Approximately  50  percent  of  the  pa¬ 
tients  hospitalized  are  tubercular.  This 
is  a  reflection  of  the  high  incidence  of 
TB  in  the  Philippines,  plus  the  fact  that 
many  of  these  veterans  suffered  from 
malnutrition,  inadequate  clothing,  and 
shelter  during  the  period  of  the  Japanese 
occupation. 

I  believe  that  this  legislation  is  en¬ 
tirely  warranted,  it  is  supported  by  the 
Veterans’  Administration  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State,  and  it  has  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  national  command¬ 
er  of  the  American  Legion,  based  on  his 
personal  inspection  of  the  islands. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  am  so  happy  to 
have  the  gentlewoman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  bring  up  the  subject  of  Bataan  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  and  to  remind  us  of 
the  noble  sacrifices  that  were  made  there, 
something  that  must  always  be  engraved 
on  our  hearts,  something  which  we  must 
remember  every  day  and  every  year. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York 


and  may  I  say  to  her  that,  of  course,  to^ 
day  we  commemorate  the  fall  of  Bataan, 
but  it  really  amounted  to  a  victory/ 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  realize  that  and 
I  think  we  should  remember  it  more 
often  even  than  on  this  great  anniver¬ 
sary. _ _ ^ _ 

FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11, 1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Dondero]?  (After  a  pause.) 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the 
following  conferees;  Messrs.  Dondero, 
Angell,  McGregor,  Fallon,  and  Davis  of 
Tennessee. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  special  order 
I  have  for  Tuesday  be  transferred  to 
Wednesday  of  next  week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  on  Mon¬ 
day  next  for  45  minutes  following  any 
special  orders  heretofore  entered. 


REVISION  OF  THE  TAFT -HARTLEY 
ACT 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  several  years’  experience  under 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act  has  apparently 
convinced  the  members  and  the  officials 
of  local  unions,  as  distinguished  from 
the  officers  of  the  internationals,  that 
It  is  not  only  a  workable  law,  a  much- 
needed  law,  but  of  great  help  and  pro¬ 
tection  to  local  union  officials  and  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  members  of  unions.  It 
gives  the  latter  protection  not  only 
against  unfair  practices  by  employers, 
but  it  gives  them  at  least  a  partial  pro¬ 
tection,  a  protection  which  they  did  not 
have  under  the  Wagner  law,  against 
practices  by  their  own  officers  which 
are  arbitrary  and  unfair. 

Several  harmful  absurdies  still  exist 
in  connection  with  our  economic  prac¬ 
tices  and  life. 

For  example,  because  the  Federal  law 
has,  in  some  aspects,  dealt  with  labor 
disputes.  State  courts  have  been  deprived 
of  the  right,  through  injunction,  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  property  of  the  individual,  his 
right  to  work.  That  is  an  evil  which 
should  be  corrected  by  the  relinquish¬ 
ment  of  the  Federal  Government  of  the 
practice  of  interfering  with  the  States, 
the  courts  of  the  States,  in  their  efforts 
to  protect  personal  and  property  rights 
of  its  citizens. 
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.AGRICULTURAL  AfPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955\  The.  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  877bj/s.rd  the  Rules  Committee  reported  a  res¬ 
olution  for  its  consideration  .without  plants  of  order . (p.  D398).  Debate  on  the 
bill  is  to  begin  today,  following  corvid oration  of  D.  C.,  bills.  The  "Daily 
Digest"  states  that  "if  a  record  voi/s  is  demanded,  on  its  .passage  on  Tuesday  then 
the.  vote  will  be  deferred  until  Nagfnesday,  as  Tuesday  is  primary  day  in  Illinois 
(p.  D400).  f  \  .  ^  »■  .*  • 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies,  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee’s  actions  on  th/ estimates  for  th^ Department ,  Copies  of  thfe  bill 
committee  report,  and  hearings  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the  material 
at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not  be  distribu- 
ted  from  this  office  ./in  general,  copies  should  be  obtained,  from  the' agency 
budget  offices  rathe/  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of ythis  Digest  is  a  summary  comparison  of%the  Committee  actions 
,  with  the  1955  estimates  and  with  total  anticipated  funds  available  in  1954,  and 
excerpts  from  t’pe  committee  report. 

SENATE 


1  • 


BUILDINGS. /Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  6342,  to  authorize  GCA  to  provide  for  pri¬ 
vate  cor/t ruction  of  buildings  with  lease  agreements  providing  for' gradual  pur-’ 
chase  pf  the  buildings  by  the  Government ,  Rejected,  8  to  60,  a  Dirk^en  amend¬ 
ment  providing  for  a  waiting  period  before  .effectuation  of  the  larger  contracts, 
in ‘ lieu  of  the  committee  recommendation  for  agreement  with  the  Public  Berks  Com¬ 
tes  on  such  contracts,  (pp,  4664-77.) 

■  -  •  *  •  ; -  ■  X 

BOOL  "PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Anderson  inserted  his  legislative  report  of  1946 
favoring  a  bill  to  authorize  direct  payments  in  connection  with  wool  supports 

(pp*  4683—4). 
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4.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Wholesale  Grocers'  Assn,  letter  favoring 

S.  3079,  his  bill  to  distribute  surplus  dairy,  products'  to  the  needy  (pp. 4645^*9). 


5,  FOREIGN  4ID.  'The  foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  SyRes. 

234,  providing  for  a  study  .of  technical-assistance  programs  (S.Rept .1193, p.4649 ) , 


6.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS .  A  substitute  conferee  vras  appointed  on  H.  R.-8127,  the  road- 
authorizations  bill  (p.  4651)*  • _ ' 


7.  FEES  AND  CFJ1RGES\  Sen.  Bricker  inserted  the  resolution  of  the  Interstate  and 
.  Foreign. Commerce' Committee  "recommending. postponement  of  the  Budget  Circular  on 
fees  and  charges  ajjd  inserted- the  •  Circular  (pp.  46 51-2). 


- 


8.  BANKING  .AND  CURRENCY.  Sen., .Humphrey  charged  '’tight  credit  /r.d  hard  money"  .and 

said  this  policy  has  ip jured . farmers  and.  others  (pp.  465.^-64)  •  ' 

9.  TKIRp,  SUPPLE’  MENTAL.  APPROBATION .  BILL,  1954*  The  .  Appropriations  Committee  com-' 
,  plet.ed, hearings,  on.  this  bill,  .  H.  R.,8481,  and  is  tojrfark  it  up  Apr *"13  (p.D396). 

10.  RECESSED  until 'Mon.,  Apr.  12  (p.  4694) >  legislative  program,  as  announced  by 

Sen.' Knowldndj  Lease-purchase,  wool  supports,  Carlson  personnel  bill.  Sugar 
Agreement;  no'session  Tues.  or  Fri.  (pp.  467677). 


BILLS  INTRODUCI 


11.  FARM  LOANS.  S.  3289,  by  Sen.  Anders-on,  to  authorize  USDA  to  insure  loans  for 
irrigation  wells;  to  Agriculture  and  forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author, 
(pp.  4649-51.) 


/ 

12*  V.HEAT  S.  3285,  by  Sen.  Neely,  to/ionate  price  -support  wheat  to  the  needy;  to 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commit  t/e  (p0  4649  )c 

13.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  H.  R.  8724,  by  r/p0  Pally  (introduced  Apr.  6),  to  require  bond¬ 

ing  of  personnel  of  Federal  c/edit.  unions;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 

14.  SABOTAGE.  H.  R.  8749,  by  Rep4  Poff  (introduced  Apr*  7),  to  amend  the  anti-  • 

sabotage  law  so  as  to  include  forage,  forest  products,  standing  timber,  and 
water  and  to  make  it  applicable  to  times  of  emergency  as  well  as  during  war. 


ITEMS  IN  .APPENDIX  . 

15.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY,  Senylehman  inserted,  a  Dairymen’s  League  News  (N,  Y.)  article 

discussing  some  of  Jpae  problems,  of  milk  production  (pp«  A2735  -6). 

16.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  /  orse  inserted  G.  H'0  Robinson’s  speech  favoring  the  Hells  Can¬ 

yon  project  (ppyi2 737-8)o  . •  '  \ 

Extension /f  remarks-  of  Rep.  Metcalf  favoring  Libby  Sam  (pp,  A2 740-1). 

Sen.  Mo.ra£  inserted  a  Jordan  Farm  Bureau  Center  resolution  urging  appropris 
tions  for  cc/tinued  development  of  Hells  .Canyon  (p,  A2743.) 

17.  APPROPRIATIONS,  Rep0  Teague  inserted  H,  T«  Harrington’s  ( Texa\  AGJ T)  explanation 
of  the  prjrqiosed  use  of  research  and  extension  appropriations  (p*  A2742). 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  RELEASED  BY  GPO 

18.  SUGAR/  Executive  B,  International  Sugar  Agreement.  S,  Foreign  Re! 


iions  Com. 


COIMITTCE  HEARiNG  AMI  OUNCE! ENTS  FOR  APR.  12*  Price  supports,  S.  and  H.  Agriculture. 
USDA  appropriations  for  1955,  S.  Appropriations  a 


For  supplemental  information  and  copies  of  legislative  material  referred  to,  call 
Ext.  4654  or  send  to  Rm.  105A. 
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the  npllection  of  any  such  loan,  and  (4)  to  do 
all  things  necessary  for  the  proper  and  effi¬ 
cient  maintenance  and  operation  of  any  such 
property^  while  in  his  control.  Any  sum 
realized  by.,  the  Secretary  in  the  liquidation 
of  any  claihq  assigned  to  him  which  is  in 
excess  of  the  Amount  of  the  insurance  paid 
by  him  in  connection  with  such  claim  but 
not  in  excess  of^the  amount  of  the  unin¬ 
sured  loss  sustained  by  the  bank  or  trust 
company  which  ma^de  the  loan  resulting  in 
such  claim  shall  be  '•paid  to  such  bank  or 
trust  company.  h 

Sec.  5.  Any  contract  \y  the  Secretary  to 
insure  a  loan  under  this,,  section  shall  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  eligibility  of  such 
loan  for  such  insurance,  and-.the  validity  of 
any  such  contract  of  insurance  shall  be  in- 
contestible,  except  for  fraud  dr  misrepre¬ 
sentation  on  the  part  of  the  ba^k  or  trust 
company  with  which  such  contract  was 
made.  \ 

Sbc.  6.  The  Secretary,  in  administering 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  utiliztk,the 
officers,  employees,  and  facilities  of  agendles 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who£e 
functions  are  similar  to  the  functions  au-\ 
thorized  under  such  provisions,  and  may 
allot  to  such  agencies  any  funds  available 
for  carrying  out  such  provisions. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  There  is  created  a  fund,  to  be 
known  as  the  farm  irrigation  loan  insur¬ 
ance  fund,  which  shall  be  used  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  as  a  revolving  fund  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  act.  There  is  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  the 
sum  of  $25  million  to  constitute  such  fund. 

(b)  Moneys  in  the  Fund  not  needed  for 
current  operations  shall  be  deposited  with 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
credit  of  the  fund  or  invested  in  direct  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  United  States  or  obligations 
guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by 
the  United  States. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  his  an¬ 
nual  report  a  complete  statement  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  status  of  the  fund. 


HOUSE  BILLS  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  each  read 
twice  by  their  titles  and  referred  as  in¬ 
dicated  : 

H.  R.  569.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  impound  mail  in  certain 
cases;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 

H.  R.  8044.  An  act  to  extend  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  funds  for  the  hospitalization  of 
certain  veterans  in  the  Philippines;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS— 
CHANGE  OF  CONFEREE 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  because 
of  the  absence  from  the  city  for  a  few 
days  of  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  and  at  his  request, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
may  be  substituted  as  a  conferee  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is', 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  and 
so  forth,  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Appendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  KILGORE: 

Three  articles  published  in  the  Miami 
(Fla.)  Herald  on  March  13,  1954,  March  22, 
1954,  and  March  25,  1954,  respectively,  with 
reference  to  Carlos  Prio  Socarras,  the  exiled 
President  of  Cuba. 

By  Mr.  LEHMAN: 

Editorial  dealing  with  the  outlook  for  the 
milk  industry,  published  in  the  Dairymen’s 
League  News  of  March  30,  1954. 

By  Mr.  MANSFIELD: 

Article  entitled  “International  Set,”  writ¬ 
ten  by  Jerry  Greene,  and  published  in  the 
magazine  Pegasus  for  March  1954,  which  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

Excerpts  from  booklet  entitled  “Facts 
About  Great  Lakes  Shipping.” 

By  Mr.  HOEY: 

%Poem  entitled  “Jesus  Christ  the  Man,” 
wHtten  by  James  H.  Hensley,  Jr.,  of  Ashe- 
ville.  N.  C. 

Hy  Mr.  MORSE: 

Speech  delivered  by  Gerald  H.  Robinson, 
Portland;,.  Oreg.,  attorney,  with  reference  to 
Hells  Canyon  and  regional  development.  / 

Article  on, current  business  trends  in  Ore* 
gon,  published  in  the  Oregon  Business  Re¬ 
view  for  March,  1954.  I 

Resolution  from  Deschutes  County  Po¬ 
mona  Grange  NoSy25,  Bend,  Oreg.,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  parcel-post  rates. 

Resolution  of  Jordan  Farm  Bureau  Cen¬ 
ter  with  reference  to  Hells  Can/on  Dam. 


LICENSE  FEES  OR  .CHARGES  BY 
GOVERNMENT  DEPARTMENTS 

Mr.  BRICKER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent'  to  insert  in.  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  copy  of  a  . resolution  unanimously 
approved  March  30  by  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,,  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  the  committee 
that  the  departments  and  agencies  un¬ 
der  its  legislative  jurisdiction  should 
postpone  until  July  1,  1955,  any  pending 
plans1  or  proceedings  to  impose  license 
fees  or  charges. 

The  pending  proposals  of  various 
agencies  to  levy  fees  for  licenses  issued 
and  similar  charges  for  other  services 
rendered  was  given  impetus  by  reason 
of  language  included  in  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act  of  1952 — title 
V.  Thereafter,  on  November  5,  1953, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  using  the 
language  contained  in  the  appropriation 
bill  as  its  authority,  directed  the  var¬ 
ious  agencies  to  establish  a  schedule  of 
fees  “which,  taking  account  of  the  value 
to  the  recipient  and  the  public  policy 
or  interest  served,  shall  recover,  to  the 
full  extent  possible,  the  aggregate  cost 
incurred  in  the  conduct  of  these  activi¬ 
ties.” 

Mr.  President,  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  is  not 
hostile  to  the  idea  of  assessing  fees  and 
charges;  in  fact,  I  think  it  favors  it 
almost  unanimously.  But  committee 
members  are  of  the  unanimous  opinion 
that  such  a  proposal  raises  basic  ques¬ 


tions  with  regard  to  the  fundamental 
philosophy  of  regulations.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  the  Congress  should 
set  up  the  basic  standards  for  each 
agency  to  follow  in  imposing  charges  for 
licenses. 

I  ask  that  there  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  title  V  of  the  Independent  Of¬ 
fices  Appropriation  Act  of  1952,  together 
with  a  copy  of  the  Bureau  of  t fie  Budget 
directive  of  November  5,  1953. 

There  being  no  objectiop;  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  other  matters  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  RecorpC  as  follows: 

Resolution  approved  unanimously  by  the 
Senate  Interstate  and'  Foreign  Commerce 
Committee :  / 

The  Senate  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  Committed  has  taken  cognizance  of 
the  proposed  rule  making  with  regard  to 
license  fees  or  charges  and  other  related 
activities  oiyvarious  departments,  agencies, 
bureaus,  boards,  commissions  and  services 
of  the  Government,  which  execute  laws  the 
subject  .matter  of  which  is  within  the  jur¬ 
isdiction  of  this  committee,  and  after  con¬ 
ducting  a  preliminary  inquiry  into  the  sub¬ 
ject matter,  has  concluded  that  the  proposr' 
for  various  license  fees  or  charges  raises  bas 
(questions  with  regard  to  the  fundamental 
philosophy  of  regulation  under  the  pertinent 
laws,  and  that  any  departure  from  the  exist¬ 
ing  structure  of  licensing  by  these  agencies 
should  be  resolved  specifically  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  after  the  conclusion  of  our  present 
inquiry:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Commit¬ 
tee  that  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
any  agency,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof; 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board:  the  Coast 
Guard;  the  Federal  Trade  Commission;  the 
Federal  Power  Commission;  and  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  respectively, 
should  suspend  until  July  1,  1955,  any  pend¬ 
ing  or  proposed  proceeding  involving  the 
imposition  of  fees  and  charges  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1952  (5  U.  S.  C.  140),  or  Circular 
No.  A-25  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  dated 
November  5,  1953. 

Title  V — Fees  and  Charges 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  an- 
Work,  service,  publication,  report,  docume: 
benefit,  privilege,  authority,  use,  franchise, 
license,  permit,  certificate,  registration,  or 
similar,  thing  of  value  or  utility  performed, 
furnished,  provided,  granted,  prepared,  or 
issued  by  any  Federal  agency  (including 
wholly  owned  Government  corporations  as 
defined  in  the  Government  Corporation  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1945)  to  or  for  any  person  (includ¬ 
ing  groups,  associations,  organizations,  part¬ 
nerships,  corporations,  or  businesses) ,  except 
those  engaged  in  the  transaction  of  official 
business  of  the  Government,  shall  be  self- 
sustaining  to  the  fullest  extent  possible,  and 
the  head  of  each  Federal  agency  is  author¬ 
ized  by  regulation  (whiph,  in  the  case  of 
agencies  in  the  executive  "branch,  shall  be  as 
uniform  as  practicable  and  subject  to  such 
policies  as  the  President  may  prescribe)  to 
prescribe  therefor  such  fee,  charge,  or  price,  if 
any,  as  he  shall  determine,  irti  case  none 
exists,  or  redetermine,  in  case  of  an  existing 
one,  to  be  fair  and  equitable  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  direct  and  indirect  cost  to  the 
Government,  value  to  the  recipient,  public 
policy  or  interest  served,  and  other  pertinent 
facts,  and  any  amount  so  determined  or 
redetermined  shall  be  collected  and  paid  into 
the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts:  Pro- 
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nided,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  title 
shall  repeal  or  modify  existing  statutes  pro¬ 
hibiting  the  collection,  fixing  the  amount,  or 
directing  the  disposition  of  any  fee.  charge 
or  price:  Provided  further.  That  nothing  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  repeal  or  modify 
existing  statutes  prescribing  bases  for  cal¬ 
culation  of  any  fee.  charge  or  price,  but  this 
proviso  shall  not  restrict  the  redetermination 
or  recalculation  in  accordance  with  the  pre¬ 
scribed  bases  of  the  amount  of  any  such  fee, 
charge  or  price. 

Circular  No.  A-25 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington  D.  C„  November  5,  1953. 

To  the  heads  of  executive  departments  and 
establishments. 

Subject:  Pees  for  licensing,  registration,  and 
related  activities. 

1.  Purpose:  This  circular  establishes  gen¬ 
eral  policies  under  title  V  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1952  (5  IT.  S.  C. 
140),  for  the  charging  of  fees  for  licensing, 
registration,  and  related  activities  of  Federal 
agencies. 

2.  Coverage:  This  circular  covers  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  applications  for,  and  the  issuance, 
renewal,  modification,  transfer,  or  termina- 

->n  of,  any  license,  permit,  certificate,  char- 

r,  registration,  exemption,  or  similar  form 
of  authorization  granted  or  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  Federal  agencies.  The  terms  “li¬ 
censing”  and  “licensing  activities”  as  used 
in  this  circular  cover  all  of  the  above  ac¬ 
tivities.  An  equally  broad  meaning  applies 
to  license  and  licensee  as  used  herein. 

This  circular  does  not  cover  either  permits 
for  the  use  of  Government  property  (such 
as  grazing  permits  or  timber-cutting  per¬ 
mits)  or  any  activities  of  the  legislative 
branch,  the  judiciary,  the  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  the 
Canal  Zone  Government. 

Subject  to  the  determination  of  any  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  the  legal  authority  for  establishing 
or  raising  fees  (see  par.  6),  types  of  activi¬ 
ties  covered  by  the  circular  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  the  following: 

Certificates  of  public  convenience  and  ne¬ 
cessity  issued  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission; 

Patents  granted  and  trade-marks  regis¬ 
tered  by  the  Patent  Office  of  the  Department 

*  Commerce; 

Radio  operators’  licenses  and  radio-station 
licenses  issued  by  the  Federal  Communica¬ 
tions  Commission; 

Registration,  conditional  exemptions  from 
registration,  and  qualifications  filed  with  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission; 

Visas,  passports,  and  similar  permits  issued 
by  the  Department  of  State; 

Airman  certificates  issued  by  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Administration; 

Vessel -inspection  certificates  issued  by  the 
Coast  Guard; 

Certificates  issued  under  the  Pure  Food 
and  Drug  Act;  and 

Licenses  to  classify,  grade,  or  weigh  agri¬ 
cultural  products  issued  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

3.  Determination  of  fees;  It  shall  be  the 
policy  of  Federal  agencies  engaged  in  licens¬ 
ing  activities  to  provide  a  system  of  fair  and 
equitable  fees  which,  taking  account  of  the 
value  to  the  recipient  and  the  public  policy 
or  interest  served,  shall  recover,  to  the  full 
extent  possible,  the  aggregate  cost  incurred 
in  the  conduct  of  these  activities. 

In  fixing  fees  for  licensing  activities,  the 
general  guides  set  forth  below  shall  be 
followed : 

(a)  To  the  extent  possible,  each  agency 
shall  classify  its  various  types  of  licensing 
proceedings  into  groups  involving  substan¬ 
tially  comparable  cost  factors  so  as  to  obtain 
the  basis  for  a  general  schedule  of  fees. 


(b)  Where  there  is  relatively  little  varia¬ 
tion  in  the  cost  of  individual  proceedings  of 
a  given  type,  the  fees  shall  be  set  at  a  uni¬ 
form  level  so  as  to  recover  all  or  substantially 
all  of  the  cost  of  such  type  of  proceedings. 

(c)  Where  there  is  considerable  variation 
In  the  cost  of  individual  proceedings  of  a 
given  type,  the  following  principles  shall 
apply: 

( 1 )  If  it  is  possible  to  classify  applications 
in  advance  on  the  basis  of  probable  cost  of 
the  resulting  proceedings,  especially  by  using 
suitable  units  of  measurement,  the  agency 
shall  establish  a  graduated-fee  scale  based 
upon  such  classification. 

(2)  If  it  is  not  possible  to  classify  the 
applications  in  advance,  the  agency  shall 
establish  a  uniform  fee  designed  to  recover 
as  much  as  possible  of  the  cost  to  the  agency  - 
for  proceedings  of  such  type,  while  minimiz¬ 
ing  the  burden  to  applicants  in  low-cost 
proceedings. 

(d)  In  those  cases  in  which  fees,  if  estab¬ 
lished  in  accordance  with  subparagraphs 

(a),  (b),  and  (c)  above,  would  not  fully 
meet  the  policy  set  forth  at  the  opening  of 
this  paragraph,  or  in  which  it  appears  to  the 
agency  that  fees,  if  so  established,  would  be 
less  likely  to  be  fair  and  equitable,  the 
agency  shall  supplement  these  specific  fees 
with  a  system  of  more  general  fees  to  be 
paid  annually  by  all  parties  holding  such 
licenses.  These  general  fees  might,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  take  the  form  of  annual  registration 
fees  graduated  in  relation  to  volume  of  busi¬ 
ness,  revenue,  or  other  appropriate  charac¬ 
teristic  of  the  individual  entities  subject  to 
such  regulation.  In  cases  where  annual 
fees  are  appropriate,  the  agency  should  seek 
such  statutory  authorization  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  impose  such  fees  (see  par.  6). 

4.  Determination  of  cost:  For  purposes  of 
this  circular,  cost  of  licensing  includes: 

(a)  Direct  labor  costs  of  personnel  as¬ 
signed  to  carrying  out  the  licensing  activities 
full  time  or  part  time.  These  include  the 
costs  of  personnel  assigned  to  processing 
applications,  conducting  hearings,  publish¬ 
ing  decisions,  conducting  staff  analyses,  and 
making  inspections  or  examinations  directly 
related  to  the  issuance,  modification,  re¬ 
newal,  transfer,  or  termination  of  a  license. 

(b)  The  purchase  price  of  supplies  and 
materials  and  the  costs  of  contractual  serv¬ 
ices  used  in  the  licensing  activity. 

(c)  An  appropriate  share  of  the  original 
cost  (depreciation)  of  equipment  used,  and 
the  cost  of  maintenance  and  operation  of 
such  equipment. 

(d)  An  additional  cost  factor  of  not  less 
than  15  percent  of  the  sum  of  the  above 
costs,  to  cover  generally  such  indirect  costs 
as  agency  overhead,  collection  and  deposit 
of  fees,  maintenance,  operation,  and  depreci¬ 
ation  of  buildings,  the  Government's  share 
of  the  retirement  or  social-security  benefits 
for  the  employees,  workmen’s  compensation, 
and  work  performed  by  central  agencies. 

(e)  Cost,  as  defined  in  this  circular,  does 
not  include  enforcement  activities,  rate  reg¬ 
ulation,  denial  proceedings  instituted  by  the 
agency  when  involving  charges  of  miscon¬ 
duct,  or  revocation  proceedings. 

Where  adequate  cost  accounts  are  kept, 
they  shall  be  used  in  determining  the  fees 
established  under  this  circular.  Where  cost 
accounts  are  not  kept,  each  agency  shall 
make  at  least  once  every  2  years  such  sample 
studies  or  surveys  of  costs  as  are  necessary 
to  obtain  a  reasonable  approximation  of 
costs.  Such  studies  or  surveys  shall  be  kept 
available  for  comparison. 

5.  Possible  exceptions  to  cost  recovery:  At 
the  discretion  of  the  agency  head,  the  agency 
may  make  exceptions  to  cost  recovery  either 
by  exempting  licensees  specified  below  or  by 
fixing  fees  so  as  to  recover  less  than  full  cost 
under  conditions  stated  below: 

(a)  State  or  local  governments  or  their 
agents  when  payment  of  the  full  fee  would 


not  be  In  the  interest  of  the  program  or 
world  conflict  with  State  law. 

(b)  Foreign  countries  or  international  or¬ 
ganizations  or  their  agents  when  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  the  service  without  charge  is  an 
appropriate  courtesy. 

(c)  Nationals  of  a  foreign  country  with 
which  comparable  fees  are  set  on  a  reciprocal 
basis. 

(d)  Charitable  nonprofit  organizations. 

(e)  When  full-cost  recovery  would  mani¬ 
festly  impair  the  public  interest. 

(f)  When  the  cost  of  collecting  the  fees 
would  outweigh  the  cost  of  the  activity. 

6.  Changes  in  existing  law:  In  any  case 
where  the  collection  of  a  fee  for  services  of 
the  types  covered  by  this  circular  is  pro¬ 
hibited  by  statute  or  Executive  order,  or 
where  a  statute  or  Executive  order  requires 
a  fee  for  any  service  to  be  lower  than  that 
which  would  be  required  by  this  circular, 
the  agency  concerned  shall  submit  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  under  the  established 
clearance  procedure,  drafts  of  such  legisla¬ 
tion  or  Executive  order  as  may  be  necessary 
to  permit  the  fixing  of  fees  as  required  by 
this  circular.  The  drafts  should  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  such  recommendations  as  the 
agency  head  may  deem  appropriate. 

7.  Timing  of  initial  action  under  this  cir¬ 
cular:  Cost  studies  or  surveys  shall  be  so 
scheduled  that  the  proposed  schedule  of  fees 
will  be  announced  on  or  before  February  1, 
1954. 

To  the  extent  that  changes  In  existing 
statutes  or  Executive  orders  are  required,  the 
agency  head  shall  complete  the  steps  set 
forth  in  paragraph  6  above  on  or  before  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1954. 

8.  Announcement  and  review  of  fee  sched¬ 
ules:  Prior  to  the  establishment  of  a  fee 
schedule,  each  agency  shall  provide  a  reason¬ 
able  opportunity  for  affected  parties  to  pre¬ 
sent  comments  and  suggestions  as  to  the 
level  and  form  of  the  proposed  fees.  This 
requirement  is  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  procedural  re¬ 
quirement  which  may  be  applicable  to 
changes  in  fee  schedules  by  the  agency 
concerned. 

Fee  schedules  shall  be  reviewed  by  each 
agency  at  least  once  every  2  years. 

9.  Report  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
The  head  of  each  agency  shall  make  a  report 
to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  or  before 
May  1,  1954,  on  the  steps  he  has  taken  to 
comply  with  the  circular.  The  report  shall 
list  the  licensing  activities  of  the  agency  and 
indicate  the  steps  taken  to  reexamine  costs 
and  fees,  the  specific  schedules  of  fees  pre¬ 
scribed  under  this  circular  (or  where  none 
has  been  prescribed,  the  reasons  therefor), 
the  effective  dates  of  such  schedules,  the 
anticipated  change  in  income  from  such  fees 
for  the  fiscal  years  1954  and  1955  (showing 
the  annual  income  and  change  therein  dis¬ 
tributed  according  to  the  accounts  credited) , 
and  the  steps  taken  under  paragraph  6  of 
this  circular. 

Joseph  M.  Dodge, 

Director 

(By  direction  of  the  President). 


ISSUANCE  OP  NEW  8-CENT  STAMP 
BEARING  MOTTO  “IN  GOD  WE 
TRUST’* 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  I  made  a  statement  regarding  the 
ceremonies  in  connection  with  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  new  stamp  by  the  Post  Office 
Department,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  I  placed  in  the  Record  a  statement 
by  the  Postmaster  General.  At  that  time 
I  did  not  have  a  transcript  of  the  com¬ 
plete  proceedings  during  the  15-minute 
program.  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  agricultura-jNnppropri'ation  bill.  Both  Houses  agreed  to 
conference  report  on  road-authorizationV  bill/  Sen.  Douglas  introduced  and  discuss* 
bill  to  dispose  of  surplus  commodities.  SOetfate  debated  buildings  lease-purchase 
bill.  Senate  committee  reported  fish-marljkting  bill.  Sen.  Thve  submitted  and  dis¬ 
cussed  amendment  to  wool  bill  to  establij/i  dairy  supports.  Hep.  Stringfellow 
inserted  Secretary’s  research  speech. 


HOUSE  -  April  13 

ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS*  Received  the  conference  report  on  I; .  R,  8127,  authorizing 
road  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  (pp.  4782-6).  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  House  figure  of  22,500,000  for  forest  highways  (Senate 
figure,  ..-25,000,000),  and  agreed  to  ..<24,000,000  for  forest  roads  and  trails 
(House,  022,500,000;  Senate,  625,000,000).  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate 
amendment  authorizing  the  Commerce  Department  to  conduct  research  on  roads  and 
traffic.  The  conferees  also  adopted  the  Senate  provision  that  any  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  the  fiscal  year  1955,  or  authorized  under  this  bill  for  forest  highways 
forest  roads  and  trails,  etc.,  shall  be  immediately  available  for  contract. 


2.  FAR7'  PR0GRA  r  Rep.  Staggers  requested  that  additional  attention 
small  farn  in  connection  with  development  of  farm  programs  (pe 

HOUSE  -  April  14 


given  to  the 
»•). 


/TlEAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill\  H,  R. 


ten 


3.  AC-R] 

8 77^  (pp,  4862-85,  A2780,  A2739-91,  A2 799-800) 

^eed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep,  Hunter,  to  increase  the  research  item  of  ARS  from  '>33,154,365 

935,353,000  (the  budget  estimate);  by  a  teller  vote  of  151  to  30  (p,40§^). 
By  Rep.  Cotton,  to  increase  payments  to  State  Extension  Services  from 
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5,610,279  t.o  ->39,675,000  (the  budget  estimate);  by  a  voice  vote  (ppe4S70-3). 

By  Rep,  Ford,  to  increase  Federal  Extension  Service  from  .1,381,235  to 

>,000  (the  budget  estimate},  and  penalty  mail  from  '.>1,385,000  to 
.,vw0,G00;  by  a  voice  vote  (pp„  4873-4). 

By  Rep.  .Andersen,  to  increase  forest  roads  and  trails  from  14,493,000  ti 

.•'16,000,000  (the  budget  estimate);  by  a  division  vote  of  92  to  24  (p£  4876)-, 

By  Rep.  Hagen,  Finn,.,  to  increase  Soil  Conservation  Service  operation^'  item  from 
053,165,671  to  ,,-58, 965, 671,  providing  ^800,000  for  continued  frea/distribution 
of  soil  and  land  capability  maps  to  farmers  in  lieu  of  sale,  asy 'Contemplated 
in  the  budget;  by  a  division  vote  of  51  to  45  (p.  4376). 

By  Rep a  Forrester,  to  authorise  use  of  not  to  exceed  .,-28,000  of /.he  ARS  research 

teh  station  at 


ster, 

appropriation  .for  construction  or  purchase  of  a  pecan  rese; 

'  Albany,  Ga9;  by.  a  voice  vote  (pp*  4862-3 ) * 

By  Repr.  Cederberg,  to  increase  payments  to  State  Bxperir  ent /Stations  from 
615,453*708  to  019,453,703  (the  budget  estimate);  by  a  /oico  vote  (pp, 


,369-70) 


By  Rep *  Horan,  to  inc rbase  marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates,  AI'S, 
from  >9,100,800  to  010,215,000  (the  budget  estimator?  by  a  voice  vote  (p. 
4882).  \  ’  "  J 

By  Rep.  laird,  to  increase ‘-payments  to  State  departments  of  agriculture :  marketr 
etc.,  from  >573,000  to  0990,000  (the  budget  es|drrate);  by  a  voice  vote  (pp. 
4383-4) n 

By  Rep0  Cannon,  to  increase  sc\ool  lunch  program  from  077,. 011, 416  to 


083,464,000,  "which  is  an  incf^ase  of  >15,4^4,000  above  the  budget  estimate  of 
068,000,000;  by  a  voice  vote  (pp*  4382— 3)* 

By  Rep,  Hill,  to  increase  Forest  Service  research  from  36, 170, 564  to  06,523,500 
(the  budget  estimate);  by  ’a  voice  vote  (pp„  4874-5). 

\  / 

Rejected  the  following  amendments  j  0 

By  Rep,  JToss,  to  increase  the  ARS  item  for  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pest 
control  by  j35,200  for  control  of*  Hallk  scale ;  by  a  voice  vote  (pp.  4368-9). 

By  Rep.  Fisher,  Tex,-,  to  increase  /lood  prevention  by  ;>5,000,000;  by  a  division 
vote  of  41  to  71  (pp*  4877-3). 


By  Rep0  King,  Pa„,  to  decrease  the  advance  authorization  for  the  1955  Agricul¬ 
tural  Conservation  Program  from  S.>250,000,0GQ  to  1.-140,000,000;  by  a  division 
vote  of  29  to  83  (pp.  4878-80). 


By  Rep.  Fulton,  to  reduce  the  maximum  payment  permissible  under  AGP  from  61,500 
to  '.-1,000;  by  a  division  vote  of  13  to  80  (pp.  4880-2) „ 


An  amendment  by  RepP  King.,  Pa,,  providing  that  no  AGP  payment  may  be  made 
on  land  "which  during  ary  1  of  the  previous  10  years  has  been  the  location  of  a 
practice  for  which  payments  were  made,  was  ruled  out  of  order  (p0  4884)0 


4*.  ROAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  Agreed,  134-9,  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  8327,  the 
road-authorizations  bill  (pp.  4856— 9) c  The  Senate  also  agreed  to  the  report 
(pp.  4334-9)o  This  bill  vri.ll  now  be  sent  to  the  President,, 


5.  ELECTRIFICATION*  Rep.  Pfost  defended  herself  against  charges  \y  the  utility 
companies  (pp„  4889-92).  * 


6.  STATISTICS/  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported '^rithout  amend¬ 
ment  8437,  to  provide  for  censuses  of  manufactures,  mineral 

and  other  businesses  for  1954  (H.  Rept„  1539) (p.  4393). 


Industries . 


7.  SOIL, CONSERVATION,  Rep.  Jenkins  described  plans  for  SCS  work  on  the  Upper  Hocking 
waifer shed  (p.  4353). 


o.  LEGISLATIVE  PR0GRAN.  The  Consent  and  Private  Calendar^  are  to  be 
Apr*  26  (p.  4835). 


considers 


8W&ST  1  HOnSE  0F  ™SENTATIVES  (  Report 
—  J  _  1  No.  1527 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


April  13,  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


J 


Mr.  Dondero,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  It.  8127] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  btll  (II  R  8127Wo 

?“l6  (3TstatPPSrLthe  Fedgf-Ai]  Koad  Act  approved  July  U, 
iyib  (dy  btat.  3o5),  as  amended  and  supplemented  to  authorize 

appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conferJcT^e^S 

follows:  and  d°  reCOmmend  t0  their  respective  HouZ  as 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
1  Tn^bef/nfTb  ^  t0  the  Sai^e  with  an  amendment  as  follows- 
ment  insert  the  foUowi„g™P  ‘°  by  th<!  Se"ate  amend- 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  That,  for  the  purpose 
'ft  Car$rmi:,  f  fferal-Aid  rtocul  ActapwoZ  My 

freby  aiforif  l  t0  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 

m?a  Jm  so’ me ■ and  a  m  mm'°r 

eJJfdlZ  fsMoTf ,HZedM  mhfi8Cal  Vmr  *Ul  be 

syltin  215,000,000  j°r  Pr°jeCtS  °n  the  Federal-aid  Primary  highway 

S  vi?mnnnnf?r  pr°jeCtS  °n  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system. 

(c)  '$1,5,000,000  /or  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 

Ferhrn]l^-Jrban  T™*’  and  Jor  projects  on  approved  extensions'  of  the 
Pederal-aid  secondary  system  within  urban  areas. 

QhJiil  SUmS  avthonzed  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year,  respectively 

t^Lw  aoT^Wned Am°ny  th€i  STml  States  in  the  ma>iner  now  provided 
by  law  and  m  accordance  unth  the  formulas  set.  forth  in  section  \  of  the 
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FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  {58 
Stat.  838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provision  of  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amounts 
so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse: 
Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State 
for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore,  herein,  or 
hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any 
State,  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications, 
estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  construction 
of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified 
statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 
design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards 
and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category 
approved  by  him:  Provided  further ,  That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given 
unless  such  standards  and  procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing  provisos  shall  be 
construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative 
to  maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the  location  of 
projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after  construction  of  each 
project,  and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual 
cost  of  construction  of  each  project:  Provided  further ,  That  not  more  than 
10  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  State  under  subpara¬ 
graphs  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  transferred  from  the  appor¬ 
tionment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the  apportionment  under  either  of 
the  other  subparagraphs:  Provided  further,  That  such  transfer  is  requested 
by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  approved  by  the  Governor  of  said 
State  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  being  in  the  public  interest: 
Provided  further,  That  the  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase  the 
original  apportionment  under  any  subparagraph  by  more  than  10  per 
centum:  Provided  further,  that  the  transfers  hereinabove  permitted  foi 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  June  30,  1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same  basis 
for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any 
prior  or  subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  provided  further ,  That  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in 
the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944- 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
tion,  and  improvement ,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the 
national  system  of  interstate  highways,  including  extensions  thereof  through 
urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  ( 58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $175 ,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957 .  1  he  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 

year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  following  manner: 
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one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total 
population  of  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census:  Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1 
per  centum  of  the  money  so  apportioned;  and  one-half  in  the  manner  new 
provided  by  law  for  apportionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system:  Provided  further,  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided  for  by 
funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  increased 
to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 
40  per  centum  of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and 
unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and 
tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  equal 
to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total 
area. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after 

She  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized:  Provided, 
f'That  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execution  of  formal 
agreements  with  the  Secretary,  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which  it  is  available 
for  expenditure  under  the  terms  of  subsection  ( b )  of  this  section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  the  sum  of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1956, 
and,  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year' ending  June  30,  1957;  and  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $24,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957:  Provided,  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  shall  be  held 
at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to 
present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds 
s, available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available 
Jor  vehicular  parking  areas:  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto 
Rico  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4 •  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of 
roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service, 
including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 
monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1981  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,500,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  parkways, 
authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the 
United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
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$11 ,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1957. 

( c )  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to 
Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
approved  May  26,  1928  (4-5  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1957:  Provided, 
That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed 
shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures 
are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  10  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  {64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  un¬ 
reserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reserva¬ 
tions  the  sum  of  $1 ,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1957,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Sec.  6.  Any  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1955, 
or  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and, 
trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands 
highways  shall  be  immediately  available  for  contract:  Provided,  That  any 
amount  remaining  unexpended  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  Department 
charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  author¬ 
ity  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
such  authorizations  and  his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a  contrac¬ 
tual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost 
thereof  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated. 

Sec.  7.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  entitled  11  An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  Central  American 
Republics  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway ”,  approved 
December  26,  1941  {55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by  section  11  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  {64 
Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  tot 
the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  SO,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to 
and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1959,  to  be  available  until 
expended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  Governments 
of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central  America- — that  is,  with 
the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala, 
Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  completion  of 
construction  of  the  Inter -American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the 
aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requiring 
the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended  to  match 
any  part  thereof ,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find,  that  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be  beyond  their 
reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  5  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  {66  Stat.  158),  there  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to 
the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  80, 1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80, 
1956,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for  completing  the  United  States 
obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  unth  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua : 
Provided,.  That  the  survey  and  construction  work  authorized  by  the 
said  section  5  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

Sec.  9.  In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consideration  is  given  to  civil 
defense  aspects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  highways  constructed 
or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  ‘Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  consult,  from  time  to  time,  with  the  Federal 
Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the  civil  defense  aspects  of  high¬ 
ways  so  constructed  or  reconstructed. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  in  his  discre¬ 
tion  to  engage  in  research  on  all  phases  of  highway  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
tion,  modernization,  development,  design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing, 
" and  traffic  conditions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State  laws,  and  is 
authorized'  to  test,  develop ,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  developing  of  any 
material,  invention,  patented  article,'  or  process.  The  Secretary  may  carry 
out  the  authority  granted  hereby,  either  independently,  or  in  cooperation 
with  any  other  branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  authority,  asso¬ 
ciation,  institution,  corporation  ( profit  or  nonprofit),  or  any  other 
organization,  or  person.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  taken  out  of  the  administrative  and,  research 
funds  authorized  by  section  21  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212), 
as  amended.  The  provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (41 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  5)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  or  agreements  made 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  highway  research  program  herein 
authorized  studies  of  economic  highway  geometries,  structures  and  desir¬ 
able  weight  and  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public  highways  and 
of  the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in  State  regulations  with  respect  to  such 
standards,  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  time  to  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
progress  and  findings  with  respect  to  such  studies. 

|  Sec.  1 1 .  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed  to  make  a  study 
An  cooperation  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other  parties  in 
interest  relative  to  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  highway  improvements 
authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things,  such  a  study  shall  in¬ 
clude  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing  relationships  between 
the  State  highway  departments  and  affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a 
review  of  the  various  State  statutes  regulating  existing  relationships,  to 
the  end  that  a  full  and  informative  report  may  be  made  to  the  President 
for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  not  later  than  February 
1,  1955. 

Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  not  later  than  December  81,  1954,  a  suggested 
draft  of  a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal  Highway  Act,  which  will  include  such 
provisions  of  existing  law,  and  such  changed  or  new  provisions  as  the 
Secretary  deems  advisable.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  report 
commenting  on  the  draft  of  bill  or  bills,  which  shall  include  specific 
reference  to  each  change  in,  or  omission  of,  any  provision  of  existing  law. 


6 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


Sec.  IS.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  make  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  phases  of  highway  financing, 
including  a  study  of  the  costs  of  completing  the  several  systems  of  high¬ 
ways  in  the  several  States  and  of  the  progress  and  feasibility  of  toll  roads 
with  particular  attention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such  toll  roads  upon  the 
Federal-aid  highway  programs,  and  coordination  thereof,  and  to  make  a 
report  of  his  findings  including  recommendations  with  respect  to  Federal 
participation  in  toll  roads,  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
February  1,  1955:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $ 100,000  from  funds 
available  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  expended  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

Sec.  14-  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate  planning  and 
coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appurtenances  thereto 
traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in 
general  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of 
July  11,  1916,  as  amended,  and  supplemented,  and  with  the  recommended 
plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the  Congress  November ^ 
28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and  Interior  pursuant  to  thl^j 
Act  of  August  24,  1949  ( Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress),  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  from 
general  administrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000;  the  amount  expended 
under  this  section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  ten  States  bordering 
the  Mississippi  River  in  proportion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these 
respective  States  for  the  improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections 
of  this  highway  project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  concerned  therewith. 

Sec.  15.  The  term  “highway” ,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  “tunnels” . 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as  a  part  of  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions  through  urban  areas,  connecting 
points  on  that  system,  provided  that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on 
such  extensions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  17.  (a)  Highway  construction  work  performed  in  pursuance  of 
agreements  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any  State  highway 
department  which  requires  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
which  is  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  funds  authorized  under  this  oy> 
succeeding  Acts,  shall  be  performed  by  contract  awarded  by  competitive, 
bidding  under  such  procedures  as  may  by  regulations  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
affirmatively  find  that,  under  the  circumstances  relating  to  a  given  project, 
some  other  method  is  in  the  public  interest.  All  such  findings  shall  be 
reported  promptly  in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of 
any  contract  for  such  highway  construction  work  is  required,  the  Secretary 
shall  require  as  a  condition  precedent  to  such  approval  a  sworn  statement 
executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation 
to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded,  certifying  that  such  person,  firm, 
association,  or  corporation  has  not,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  entered 
into  any  agreement,  participated  in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any 
action  in  restraint  of  free  competitive  bidding  in  connection  with  such 
contract. 
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Sec.  18.  Section  1020  oj  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“§  1020.  Highway  projects 

“ Whoever ,  being  an  officer,  agent,  or  employee  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  any  State  or  Territory,  or  whoever,  whether  a  person,  association, 
firm,  or  corporation,  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false  repre¬ 
sentation,  or  false  report  as  to  the  character,  quality,  quantity,  or  cost  of 
the  material  used  or  to  be  used,  or  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  work 
performed  or  to  be  performed,  or  the  costs  thereof  in  connection  with  the 
submission  of  plans,  maps,  specifications,  contracts,  or  costs  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  highway  or  related  project  submitted  for  approval  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce;  or 

“  Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false  representation, 
false  report,  or  false  claim  with  respect  to  the  character,  quality,  quantity, 
or  cost  of  any  work  performed  or  to  be  performed,  or  materials  furnished 
or  to  be  furnished,  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  any  highway  or 
related  project  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce ;  or 

“ Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement  or  false  representation 
as  to  a  material  fact  in  any  statement,  certificate,  or  report  submitted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  855),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

“ Shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than 
five  years,  or  both.” 

Sec.  19.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944.  (f>8  Stat.  838);  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105);  and  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785); 
and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952 
(66  Stat.  158),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force 
and  effect. 

Sec.  20.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of  this  Act  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby. 

Sec.  21.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the 
^provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect 
on  its  passage. 

Sec.  22.  (a)  That  all  Federal-aid  road  funds  heretofore  paid  on  the 
section  of  Federal- Aid  Primal  y  Route  Numbered  39  included  in  Federal- 
aid  project  U 1-1 47  in  the  State  of  Connecticut,  which  section  is  to  be  made 
a  part  of  a  highway  from  the  New  York  State  line  at  Greenwich  to  the 
Rhode  Island  State  line  at  Killingly,  planned  as  an  expressway  authorized 
by  chapter  107,  part  IV,  General  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1953  Supple¬ 
ment,  shall,  prior  to  the  collection  of  any  tolls  on  said  section,  be  repaid 
to  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  and  the  amount  so  repaid  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal-aid  highways. 
At  the  time  of  such  repayment,  the  project  agreement  with  respect  to  said 
Federal-aid  project  LI-147  shall  be  cancelled.  Any  amount  so  repaid, 
together  with  the  unpaid  balance  of  any  amount  programed  for  expenditure 
on  said  project,  shall  be  credited  to  the  unprogramed  balance  of  Federal-aid 
road  funds  of  the  same  class  last  apportioned  to  the  Stale  of  Connecticut. 
The  amount  so  credited  shall  be  in  addition  to  all  other  funds  than  ap- 
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portioned  to  said  State  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (4®  Stat.  212),  as  now  or 
hereafter  amended  and  supplemented . 

( b )  By  virtue  of  the  design  and  plan  of  said  highway  in  relation  to  the 
three  sections  of  Federal-Aid  Primary  Route  Numbered  1  included  in 
Federal-aid  projects  UI-29,  UI-64,  and  FI-145,  which  permit  un¬ 
restricted  use  of  said  sections  without  payment  of  tolls,  it  is  hereby  declared 
that  the  incorporation  of  said  sections  into  said  highway  will  not  violate 
any  provision  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  or  any  regulation  thereunder.  If  at  any  time  the  highway  com¬ 
missioner  of  the  State  of  Connecticut  shall  determine  to  impose  tolls  upon 
or  for  the  use  of  any  one  or  more  of  said  sections,  all  Federal-aid  road 
funds  theretofore  paid  or  programed  for  expenditure  on  such  section  or 
sections  upon  which  tolls  are  to  be  imposed,  shall  be  transferred  for 
programing  and  expenditure  in  cooperation  with  the  Connecticut  State 
Highway  Department  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said  Federal  Highway 
Act,  as  now  or  hereaf  ter  amended  and  supplemented.  At  the  time  of  a* 
such,  transfer,  the  project  agreement  with  respect  to  the  project  for  which  \ . 
the  funds  are  transferred  shall  be  canceled.  Upon  such  cancellation,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  credit  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  of  such  project  agreement  to  the  unprogramed  balance  of 
Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the  same  class  last  apportioned  to  the  State  of 
Connecticut.  The  amount  so  credited  shall  be  in  addition  to  all  other 
funds  then  apportioned  to  said  State  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  now 
or  hereafter  amended  and  supplemented.  In  lieu  of  the  transfer  thereof, 
the  highway  commissioner  of  the  State  of  Connecticut  may  repay  the 
Federal-aid  road  funds  paid  on  any  such  section  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  the  same  effect  as  is  provided  with  respect  to  the  repayment  of  Federal- 
aid  road  funds  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(c)  Upon  the  repayment  or  transfer  of  Federal-aid  road  funds,  as 

hereinbefore  provided,  any  such  section  or  sections  included  in  the  project 
with  respect  to  which  such  repayment  or  transfer  is  made,  shall  become 
and  be  free  from  any  and  all  restrictions  contained  in  said  Federal 
Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  or  any  regulation  there¬ 
under,  with  respect  to  the  imposition  and  collection  of  tolls  or  other 
charges  thereon  or  for  the  use  thereof.  /* 

Sec.  28.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Federal-Aid  Highway  Acts, 
of  1954”. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Prescott  Bush, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

John  Stennis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the -House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-  Aid 
Highway  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  such 
amendment,  namely: 

The  Senate  struck  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill 
and  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  an  amendment  which  was  a  complete  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  text  of  the  House  bill.  However,  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  were  substantially  similar 
but  the  Senate  included  a  number  of  sections  not  contained  in  the 
House  bill.  The  following  statement  indicates  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  and  the  action  of  the 
conferees  with  respect  to  these  differences. 

PRIMARY,  SECONDARY,  AND  PRIMARY  ROADS  IN  URBAN  AREAS 

Section  1  of  the  conference  agreement  authorizes  $700,000,000  for 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  June  30, 
1957,  on  the  basis  of  45  percent  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system, 
30  percent  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  and  25  percent  for 
the  Federal-aid  urban  system,  thus  authorizing  $315,000,000  for  the 
primary  highway  system,  $210,000,000  for  the  secondary  highway 
system,  and  $175,000,000  for  the  primary  system  in  urban  areas. 

With  respect  to  the  foregoing  authorizations,  the  House  authorized 
$270,000,000  for  the  primary  system,  $180,000,000  for  the  secondary 
sj^stem,  and  $150,000,000  for  the  primary  system  in  urban  areas. 
The  Senate  amendment  authorized  $342,000,000  for  the  primary 
system,  $228,000,000  for  the  secondary  system,  and  $190,000,000  for 
the  primary  system  in  urban  areas.  The  conferees  finally  com¬ 
promised  and  agreed  on  the  amounts  now  contained  in  the  bill  herein 
reported. 

The  House  conferees  prevailed  upon  the  Senate  conferees  to  agree 
to  the  provision  relative  to  permission  to  transfer  primary  and 
secondary  funds  in  either  direction.  This  provision  was  not  contained 
in  the  Senate  amendment  and  the  conferees  agreed  to  the  transfer  of 
such  funds  up  to  10  percent  instead  of  up  to  25  percent  which  was 
contained  in  the  House  bill.  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  modifying 
language  which  would  make  such  transfer  permissible  if  approved 
by  the  governor  of  the  State  requesting  such  transfer  as  well  as  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  With  respect  to  second¬ 
ary  roads  the  conferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  to  clarify  the 
language  which  would  assist  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  this  provision  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
procedures  presently  in  effect. 
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INTERSTATE  HIGHWAYS 

Section  2  of  the  House  bill  authorized  the  sum  of  $200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957,  for  projects  on  the  interstate  highway 
system.  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  sum  of  $150,000,000 
for  identical  purposes  covering  the  same  period  of  time.  The  con¬ 
ferees  finally  compromised  on  the  sum  of  $175,000,000  for  each  fiscal 
year. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS,  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  3:  The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization  of 
$22,500,000  for  forest  highways  contained  in  the  House  bill.  The 
amount  contained  in  the  Senate  amendment  was  $25,000,000. 

With  respect  to  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  the  conferees 
agreed  to  the  authorization  of  $24,000,000  in  lieu  of  $22,500,000  in  the 
House  bill  and  $25,000,000  authorized  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

PARK  SERVICE  ROADS,  PARKWAYS,  AND  INDIAN  ROADS 

Section  4:  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization  of  $12,500,000 
for  park  roads  and  trails  which  amount  was  contained  in  the  Senate 
amendment.  The  House  bill  authorized  $10,000,000  for  this  purpose. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization  of  $11,000,000  for  park¬ 
ways  in  lieu  of  $10,000,000  authorized  in  the  House  bill  and  $12,500,000 
authorized  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization  of  $10,000,000  for  Indian 
roads  and  trails  which  was  the  amount  contained  in  the  House  bill. 
The  Senate  amendment  authorized  $12,500,000. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  ROADS 

The  Senate  amendment  carried  an  authorization  of  $2,500,000  for 
public  lands  roads.  There  was  no  such  authorization  in  the  House 
bill.  The  House  conferees  accepted  this  section  with  the  amount 
reduced  to  $1,000,000  per  fiscal  year. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS  FOR  "FEDERAL  ROADS 

Section  6  provides  that  any  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1955,  or  authorized  under  this  bill  for  forest  highways, 
forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  Indian 
roads  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  immediately  available  for 
contract.  This  section  was  not  contained  in  the  House  bill,  but  the 
House  conferees  agreed  to  its  inclusion  when  they  prevailed  upon  the 
Senate  to  restrict  the  provisions  to  the  fiscal  years  1955,  1956,  and 
1957. 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

Section  7:  The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  authorization  of 
$40,000,000  to  complete  this  project  to  be  appropriated  in  the  amount 
of  $8,000,000  for  each  of  5  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1959.  The 
House  bill  did  not  contain  such  a  provision  but  did  provide  for  the 
continuation  of  the  authorizations  set  forth  in  section  6  of  the  Federal- 
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Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952.  The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate 
amendment. 

RAMA  ROAD 

Section  8:  The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  authorization  of 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  years  1955  and  1956.  The  House  bill  did  not 
contain  such  a  provision  but  did  provide  for  the  continuation  of  the 
authorizations  set  forth  in  section  5  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1952.  The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment. 

CIVIL  DEFENSE 

Section  9:  The  Senate  amendment  authorizes  and  directs  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  consult  with  the  Civil  Defense  Adminis¬ 
trator  relative  to  the  civil  defense  aspects  of  highways  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed.  There  was  no  such  provision  in  the 
House  bill.  The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment 
with  respect  to  this  section. 

GENERAL  RESEARCH  STUDIES 

Section  10  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  his  discretion 
to  engage  in  research  upon  all  phases  of  highway  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  modification,  development,  design,  maintenance,  safety, 
financing,  and  traffic  conditions  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State 
laws  and  to  test,  develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  development  of 
any  material,  invention,  patented  article  or  process  as  well  as  studies 
of  desirable  weight  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public  high¬ 
ways.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  taken  out  of  administrative  research  funds.  There  was  no 
such  authorization  in  the  House  bill.  The  House  conferees  agreed 
to  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  this  section. 

REVISION  OF  HIGHWAY  LAW 

Section  12:  This  provision  directs  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  not  later  than  December  1,  1954,  a  sug¬ 
gested  draft  of  a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal  highway  act  which  will 
include  such  provisions  of  existing  law  and  such  change  or  new  pro¬ 
visions  as  the  Secretary  deems  advisable.  There  was  no  such  author¬ 
ization  or  direction  in  the  House  bill.  The  House  conferees  agreed 
to  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  this  section. 

TOLL  ROAD  STUDY 

Section  13:  The  Senate  amendment  carried  an  authorization  and 
direction  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  to  make  a  compre¬ 
hensive  study  of  all  phases  of  highway  financing,  including  a  study 
of  costs  of  completing  the  several  systems  of  highways  in  the  several 
States  and  of  the  progress  and  feasibility  of  toll  roads  with  particular 
attention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such  toll  roads  upon  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  and  to  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
February  1,  1955.  The  cost  of  the  study  shall  not  exceed  $100,000 
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but  shall  be  payable  from  administrative  expenses.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  this  section. 
There  was  no  such  authorization  in  the  House  bill. 

AUTHORIZING  PRESIDENT  TO  ADVANCE  EFFECTIVE  DATES  OF  THIS  ACT 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  in  section  14  for  the  President, 
under  certain  circumstances,  to  advance  the  effective  dates  of  any 
authorizations  except  those  with  respect  to  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way  and  Rama  Road  if  he  so  determined.  There  was  no  such  author¬ 
ization  in  the  House  bill.  Conferees  agreed  that  this  provision  be 
excluded. 

GREAT  RIVER  ROAD 

Section  14:  The  Senate  amendment  (sec.  15)  provided  an  author¬ 
ization  of  not  to  exceed  $100,000  from  administration  funds  for  the 
purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate  planning  and  coordination  of  a 
continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appurtenances  thereto  traversing 
the  Mississippi  Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The 
House  bill  provided  for  like  purposes  but  authorized  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $250,000  to  be  expended  from  administration  funds.  The 
Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  amendment  contained  in  the  House  bill. 

CONTRACTUAL  OBLIGATIONS 

Section  17:  This  provision  (sec.  18  of  the  Senate  amendment) 
provides  that  highway  construction  work  performed  in  pursuance  of 
agreements  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any  State 
highway  department  which  requires  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  which  is  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  funds 
authorized  under  this  or  succeeding  acts  shall  be  performed  by 
contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  under  such  procedures  as 
may  by  regulations  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
unless  he  shall  affirmatively  find  that  under  the  circumstances  relating 
to  a  given  project,  some  other  method  is  in  the  public  interest.  Con¬ 
ferees  understand  that  this  section  does  not  alter  existing  procedures 
with  respect  to  railroad  projects  involved  in  the  highway  program. 
This  section  also  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  when  his 
approval  of  any  contract  is  required,  shall  obtain  a  sworn  statement 
from  the  person  to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded  certifying 
that  such  person  has  not  engaged  in  collusive  bidding.  The  House 
bill  did  not  contain  this  section  and  the  House  conferees  concurred 
in  the  Senate  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  OF  CRIMINAL  CODE 

Section  18:  This  section  (sec.  19  of  the  Senate  amendment)  was 
not  contained  in  the  House  bill  and  the  House  conferees  concurred 
in  the  language  contained  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to 
this  section. 

DEFENSE  ACCESS  ROADS 

This  provision  (sec.  20  of  the  Senate  amendment)  was  not  contained 
in  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  conferees  receded. 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1954 


13 


TOLL  ROAD  FUNDS 


Section  22  (sec.  24  of  the  Senate  amendment)  was  not  contained  in 
the  House  bill.  This  provision  is  intended  to  enable  the  State  of 
Connecticut  to  save  approximately  $17,000,000  by  incorporating  into 
a  proposed  expressway  four  sections  of  highway  upon  which  Federal- 

r  i  jr  bave  been>  or  are  beinS  exPended.  This  would  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  repayment  in  cash  of  the  Federal-aid  funds  to  the  United 
States  and  their  transfer  for  use  on  other  projects  eligible  for  Federal 
a,  •  *  here  is  precedent  for  this  procedure  in  a  law  enacted  by  the 

8 1st  Congress  to  facilitate  the  construction  of  the  New  Jersey  Turn- 
pike  I  he  House  conferees  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

I  here  was  no  disagreement  among  the  conferees  on  sections  16  17 
21,  22,  23,  and  25  of  the  Senate  amendment  (secs.  10  11  6  7  8  and 

13  of  the  House  bill).  ,  *i,  o,  /,  »,  ana 


Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
George  H.  Fallon, 
Clifford  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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neo  of  an  earlier  century  whose  story 
exemplifies  the  contributions  of  the 
Scandinavian  pioneers  to  the  life  and 
blood  stream  of  America.  This  com¬ 
memoration-  is  further  appropriate  in 
that  one  of  Montana’s  most  distin¬ 
guished  citizens,  J.  Bruce  Kremer,  in  his 
historical  study,  John  Hanson,  of  Mul¬ 
berry  Grove,  has 'recorded  the  contribu¬ 
tion  of  this  great  patriot. 

There  is  a  long  gap  in  years  between 
the  first  settlement  of  the  Swedes  and 
Finns  on  the  shores  of  the  Delaware  in 
the  17th  century  and  the  settlement  of 
the  Swedes,  Danes,  Finns,  and  Nor¬ 
wegians  in  the  great  area  ranging  from 
Michigan  westward,  but  there  is  no  gap 
at  all  between  the  strength  and  vigor 
of  those  pioneers  of  Delaware  River 
country  and  that  of  the  pioneers  of  that 
great  western  expanse  of  which  Mon¬ 
tana  is  now  one  State. 

Of  the  14  presidents  to  serve  the  Con¬ 
tinental  Congress,  John  Hanson  was  the 
first  to  be  elected  for  a  definite  stated 
term  under  the  Articles  of  Confedera¬ 
tion.  He  was  the  unanimous  choice  of 
the  Continental  Congress  on  November 
5,  1781. 

The  year  of  his  presidency  was  one 
of  the  most  significant  in  our  history. 
The  civil  functions  of  the  country  had 
to  be  adjusted  to  the  terms  of  the  con¬ 
federation,  a  department  of  foreign  af¬ 
fairs  needed  much  organizing,  the  war 
potentially  won  was  not  actually  ended. 
He  had  already  made  his  mark  as  the 
strong  man  of  Maryland  in  that  State’s 
leadership  in  the  establishment  of  the 
Federal  lands  between  the  seaboard 
States  and  the  Mississippi,  paving  the 
way  for  the  formation  of  additional  sep¬ 
arate  and  independent  States  in  that 
area. 

The  marvel  of  his  times  lays  in  the 
conquering  of  a  thousand  obstacles,  in 
the  utter  and  genuine  triumph  of  a  peo¬ 
ple  and  their  representatives  in  build¬ 
ing  a  democracy. 

The  people  of  Montana  know  and  re¬ 
spect  their  Scandinavian  pioneers,  in  the 
words  of  Mr.  Kremer,  for  “the  courage 
and  independence  of  their  character,  the 
soundness  of  their  faith  in  democratic 
ideals  of  civilized  social  order,  and  the 
tremendous  capacity  of  the  whole  of  the 
Scandinavian  races  to  build  farms  and 
homes  and  cities  in  a  new  land.” 

With  this  same  respect  we  honor  the 
birthday  of  John  Hanson. 


THE  INDOCHINESE  WAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Gra¬ 
ham).  Under  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Davis]  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  greatly  concerned  that  we  seem  to 
be  approaching  nearer  and  nearer  to 
military  participation  in  the  war  in  Indo¬ 
china,  although  we  have  contributed 
heavily  to  France  in  money  and  material 
to  carry  on  this  war,  on  the  theory  that 
the  French  and  Vietnamese  soldiers 
would  do  the  fighting  if  we  aided  them 
financially. 

There  is  some  comfort  in  the  state¬ 
ment  of  President  Eisenhower  that  this 
country  wil  not  be  plunged  into  war 


unless  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
constitutional  power,  declares  war. 

However,  it  would  be  difficult  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  refuse  to  declare  war  if  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
commit  our  Government  to  fight,  and 
the  President,  under  such  commitment, 
calls  upon  Congress  to  declare  war.  It 
begins  to  look  dangerously  like  the 
American  people  are  now  being  condi¬ 
tioned  and  readied  for  such  an  eventu¬ 
ality. 

The  anti-Communist  side  of  the  Indo¬ 
chinese  War  is  being  managed  by  France. 
We  have  no  voice  in  it.  We  cannot 
make,  dictate,  or  reject  the  policy  as  to 
how  it  would  be  conducted.  We  cannot 
set  the  goal  or  the  objective  to  be  at¬ 
tained.  We  cannot  fix  the  terms  as  to 
when  or  how  the  war  will  be  ended. 

This  is  the  kind  of  situation  which  the 
United  Nations  was  set  up  to  handle,  and 
should  handle,  if  it  is  to  serve  its  purpose 
to  maintain  peace  in  the  world. 

We  have  earned  the  burden  of  the  war 
in  Korea,  although  the  other  free  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world  stood  to  lose  at  least 
as  much  as  America  if  the  Communists 
won.  Nations  to  whom  we  have  given 
generously  sent  only  token  forces  to  aid 
us,  and  our  casualties  mounted  13  times 
as  fast  as  those  of  other  nations  whose 
duty  and  obligation  it  was  to  shoulder 
their  part  of  the  burden.  We  know  that 
some  of  our  soldiers  are  still  held  in  the 
cruelest  kind  of  captivity  by  the  Com¬ 
munists. 

In  addition  to  the  tragic  loss  of  33,660 
American  lives,  and  total  casualties  of 
103,327,  we  carried  the  burden  of  financ¬ 
ing  that  war,  and  will  carry  the  burden 
of  rehabilitating  South  Korea,  if  peace 
ever  comes  there. 

We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
a  part  of  Russia’s  plan  to  conquer  us  is 
to  bleed  us  white,  both  as  to  finances  and 
manpower.  They  have  succeeded  to  a 
considerable  extent  so  far.  We  must  not 
permit  ourselves  to  be  made  a  victim  of 
this  scheme  of  the  Communists. 

We  cannot  go  on  forever  at  the  pace 
we  have  been  maintaining  of  military 
spending  and  worldwide  spending,  and 
fight  and  finance  wars  in  Asia,  at  times 
and  places  selected  by  Russia,  while  Rus¬ 
sia  constantly  grows  stronger  militarily 
and  industrially. 

Western  European  nations  have 
pledged  themselves  to  set  up  a  defensive 
armed  force.  They  are  far  behind  the 
schedule  fixed.  Our  Government  should 
not  make  threats  to  our  allies,  but  we 
should  call  upon  them  to  live  up  to  the 
commitments  already  made.  We  should 
call  upon  them  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  now,  and  make  firm  commit¬ 
ments  upon  which  we  can  rely,  regard¬ 
ing  the  Asiatic  situation. 

Americans  should  not  have  additional 
tax  burdens  placed  upon  them,  while  the 
people  of  European  nations  have  tax  re¬ 
ductions.  American  fathers  and  moth¬ 
ers  should  not  be  called  upon  to  send 
their  sons  to  die  on  more  foreign  battle¬ 
fields,  while  our  allies  refuse  to  join  us. 
Above  all  things,  we  should  not  let  the 
other  nations  lay  this  war  in  our  lap, 
and  stand  by  while  we  fight  it. 

Nothing  substantial  was  achieved  at 
the  Berlin  four -power  conference.  We 


did  not  even  get  any  worthwhile  agree¬ 
ments  from  the  Russian  Communists; 
and  if  we  had  obtained  an  agreement 
from  them  to  everything  we  proposed, 
such  an  agreement  would  not  be  worth 
the  paper  written  upon.  Surely  we  have 
learned  by  this  time  that  the  Commu¬ 
nists  regard  an  agreement  only  as  a 
scrap  of  paper,  and  a  solemn  obligation 
something  to  be  repudiated  whenever  it 
suits  their  convenience  to  repudiate  it. 
We  have  placed  ourselves  now  in  the  un¬ 
fortunate  position  of  agreeing  to  nego¬ 
tiate  at  the  next  fconference  with  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  Red  China,  who,  like  Rus¬ 
sia,  could  not  be  counted  upon  to  live  up 
to  an  agreement  if  they  made  one. 

I  think  it  is  well  that  the  President, 
through  the  State  Department,  is  under¬ 
taking  to  solidify  opposition  to  further 
Communist  advancement  in  Indochina. 
I  hope,  as  all  Americans  hope,  that  this 
effort  will  be  successful  and  that  the  Brit¬ 
ish  and  French  will  join  us  wholeheart¬ 
edly,  so  that  we  may  present  a  united 
front  on  this  issue. 

If  they  will  do  this,  and  if  the  French 
will  measure  up  to  their  responsibilities 
in  carrying  on  the  fighting,  there  will  be 
no  necessity  for  American  troops  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  Indochinese  war.  We 
should  take  no  step,  however,  which 
would  lead  the  British  and  French  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  they  do  not  live  up  to  their 
responsibilities,  then  America  will  step 
in  and  take  the  Indochinese  war  off  their 
hands.  Such  action  on  our  part  would 
play  into  Russia’s  hands  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  a  part  of  Russia’s  plot  against 
our  Government  to  cause  us  to  bleed  our¬ 
selves  white,  destroy  our  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  through  runaway  inflation  and 
unmanageable  deficits,  and  when  we 
have  through  such  actions  weakened 
ourselves,  she  hopes  we  will  be  at  her 
mercy. 

This  is  a  most  critical  period  in  our 
country’s  history.  At  this  moment,  the 
principle  objective  of  our  Government 
should  be  to  prevent  our  being  taken  into 
an  Asiatic  war  through  the  back  door. 
If  we  have  to  fight  another  war,  which 
Almighty  God  forbid,  we  ourselves  should 
select  the  time,  the  place,  and  the  op¬ 
ponent. 


PROBLEMS  CONFRONTING  THE 
NATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Stag¬ 
gers!  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  speak  briefly  about  some  of  the  grave 
problems  that  confront  our  Nation  in 
this  important  year  of  decision. 

Our  beloved  Nation  was  founded  upon 
the  great  principles  of  religious  freedom 
and  the  dignity  of  man.  If  we  are  to 
survive  as  the  greatest  democratic  force 
in  the  world,  we  must  at  all  times  keep 
those  principles  firm  in  mind. 

Our  challenge  is  great,  but  we  will 
prevail  if  we  pursue  a  course  of  con¬ 
structive,  dynamic  action,  and,  above 
all,  not  waver  in  our  belief  in  God. 

We  are  blessed  with  many  natural  re¬ 
sources.  We  are  blessed  with  inventive 
genius  that  enables  us  to  produce  a  ma- 
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jor  portion  of  the  world’s  goods,  al¬ 
though  we  have  only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  world’s  population. 

Today  as  we  look  to  the  future  we 
should  be  thankful  for  our  great  bless¬ 
ings.  But  at  the  same  time  we  must  not 
overlook  our  weaknesses,  because  only 
through  finding  solutions  to  our  prob¬ 
lems  can  we  grow  stronger  spiritually, 
economically,  and  physically. 

Speaking  frankly,  there  are  far  too 
many  Americans  today  who  do  not  fully 
enjoy  the  blessings  that  should  be  avail¬ 
able  in  this  great  democratic  society.  I 
propose,  through  legislative  action,  to 
correct  some  of  these  defects. 


FARM  POLICY 


We  can  have  a  Strong,  healthy  econ¬ 
omy  only  if  we  have  a  sound  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

Our  small  farmers,  as  I  have  said  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  many  times,  are 
the  backbone  and  bulwark  of  our  na¬ 
tional  economy.  Our  Nation  can  prosper 
only  if  our  small  farmers  prosper. 

Today  we  find  ourselves  confronted 
with  large  surpluses  of  some  commod¬ 
ities  at  a  time  when  the  incomes  of  many 
farmers  are  dropping  and  at  a  time  when 
many  of  our  people  are  not  getting 
enough  to  eat. 

This  administration,  in  my  opinion, 
should  start  working  immediately  on  a 
farm  program  that  will  help  the  small 
farmer  and  at  the  same  time  make  avail¬ 
able  farm  surpluses  to  the  many  needy 
families. 

Our  farm  parity  program  should  be 
geared  to  afford  maximum  benefit  to  the 
small  farmer.  This  was  the  intention 
of  the  farm  program  in  the  beginning, 
but  I  regret  that  it  has  now  gotten  to 
the  place  where  major  benefits  go  to  the 
huge,  commercial  farms. 

Through  a  revision  of  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram  to  afford  greater  assistance  to  the 
small  farmer  we  would  help  raise  the 
standards  of  living  of  approximately  20 
million  people.  And,  it  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  stabilizing  our  economy  at 
a  high  level. 

Farm  surpluses,  I  repeat,  should  be 
made  available  to  needy  Americans  in 
far  greater  quantities.  Our  elder  citi¬ 
zens  living  on  small  pensions  should  be 
able  to  purchase  these  surpluses  at  sub¬ 
stantially  reduced  prices. 

There  are  some,  I  know,  who  complain 
that  the  administrative  problems  of  such 
a  program  would  be  too  great.  1  can¬ 
not  agree.  We  have  licked  far  tougher 
problems.  And  we  could  handle  this  pro¬ 
gram  with  comparative  ease. 

As  for  the  cost  of  such  a  program,  it 
would  be  very  small  indeed  in  compari¬ 
son  to  the  benefits  it  would  provide  for 
so  many  needy  families.  Certainly  it 
would  be  small  in  comparison  to  the  sub¬ 
sidies  we  now  provide  to  many  great  in¬ 
dustries.  * 

The  time  to  act  is  now. 

sorr  AL  SECURITY 

In  considering  our  domestic  problems, 
we  should  keep  in  mind  that  our  sociai 
security  system  affects  virtually  every 
family  in  the  Nation. 

There  are  few  Americans  today  who 
do  not  recognize  that  social  security  has 
done  a  great  deal  for  this  Nation.  Even 
those  who  opposed  it  bitterly  in  the  past 


now  admit  publicly  that  it  is  here  to  stay 
because  of  its  widespread  public  support. 

Since  coming  to  Congress  I  have 
worked  diligently  for  a  better  social-se¬ 
curity  program.  I  was  one  of  the  first 
to  advocate  the  inclusion  of  State  and 
municipal  employees.  I  was  one  of  the 
first  to  advocate  the  lowering  of  the  age 
limit  from  65  to  60  years.  I  was  one; 
of  the  first  to  advocate  increased  bene¬ 
fits  and  expansion  of  the  disability-in¬ 
surance  program. 

Today  both  major  political  parties 
agree  that  the  system  must  be  retained 
and  expanded.  But  needy  Americans 
will  not  benefit  from  these  promises  un¬ 
less  the  Congress  acts  at  once  to  revise 
the  social-security  law. 

The  social-security  law  was  first  en¬ 
acted  in  the  early  1930’s  when  our  Na¬ 
tion  was  in  a  tragic  depression.  It 
went  a  long  way  toward  helping  many 
of  our  elder  citizens.  In  fact,  it  meant 
survival  for  many. 

Fortunately  times  have  changed.  But 
I  regret  to  say  that  revision  and  expan-, 
sion  of  social  security  has  not  fully  kept 
pace  with  changing  times,  and  there  is 
an  urgent  need  now  for  action. 

The  increased  cost  of  living  has  placed 
a  serious  burden  upon  all  of  us,  but  cer¬ 
tainly  it  has  most  seriously  affected  our 
older  citizens  who  are  forced  to  live  on 
a  small,  fixed  income. 

We  should  act  at  once  to  lower  the  age 
limit  and  increase  benefits.  We  should 
increase  the  Government’s  financial  con¬ 
tribution  to  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  the 
blind,  aid  to  the  permanently  disabled, 
and  aid  to  dependent  children  . 

Our  social-security  law  should  be  re¬ 
vised  to  permit  any  group  of  workers 
who  so  desire  to  come  under  the  benefits 
of  the  act.  Those  who  desire  to  stay  out 
from  its  coverage  should  be  permitted 
to  do  so  but  the  benefits  should  be  avail¬ 
able  for  those  who  desire  them. 

Social-security  payments,  contrary  to 
what  some  propagandists  say,  are  not 
old-age  pensions;  they  are  the  result  of 
savings  made  into  the  fund  by  workers 
and  employers. 

The  basic  philosophy  of  the  law  is  to 
help  the  worker  provide  for  his  old  age. 
It  is  sound.  But,  it  should  be  broadened 
to  enable  our  older  citizens  to  derive  full 
benefits  even  though  they  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  jobs  covered  by  social  security. 

Today  a  person  who  has  reached  the 
retirement  age  and  earns  more  than  $75 
a  month  from  employment  that  is  cov¬ 
ered  by  social  security  will  receive  no 
old  age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits. 
This  section  of  the  law  needs  to  be  taken 
out  entirely. 

Our  elder  citizens  deserve  to  live  in 
dignity,  and  I  feel  they  should  have  the 
full  benefits  even  though  they  continue 
to  work.  This  is  a  step  toward  improv¬ 
ing  our  society.  It  is  a  step  we  should 
take  now. 

One  of  the  best  ways  we  can  demon¬ 
strate  to  all  the  world  that  this  is  a 
humanitarian,  intelligent.  Democratic 
Nation  is  to  act  now  to  provide  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  will  enable  our  elder  citizens 
to  live  in  dignity  and  self-respect. 

In  making  a  survey  of  my  district  I 
find  that  9  out  of  10  of  the  farmers  I 
have  talked  to  want  to  have  the  oppor- 
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tunity  of  coming  under  the  social  *  acu- 
rity  system  on  a  voluntary  basis.  / 

In  making  a  similar  survey  of  «ne  min¬ 
isters  of  my  district  I  receivjefa  almost 
unanimous  approval  from  thi4  group  for 
voluntary  participation  in^fenis  program 
the  same  as  other  workers  In  our  country. 


H.  R.  8127 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  bill  H.  R.  8127  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference 
report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follows: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1527) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8127)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert:  “That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $700,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957. 

"The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows: 

“(a)  $315,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system. 

"(b)  $210,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  system. 

“(c)  $175,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system  in  urban 
areas,  and  for  projects  on  approved  exten¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
within  urban  areas. 

"The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for 
each  fiscal  year,  respectively,  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  man¬ 
ner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance 
with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  ap¬ 
proved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

"Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under 
the  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any 
amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unex¬ 
pended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse: 
Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a 
sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is 
covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  for  the  improvement  of 
specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those 
sums  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  appor¬ 
tioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request 
of  any  State,  discharge  his  responsibility 
relative  to  the  plans,  specifications,  esti¬ 
mates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  in¬ 
spection,  and  construction  of  such  secondary 
road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  approving 
a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 
department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  de¬ 
sign,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are 
in  accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures 
of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this 
category  approved  by  him :  Provided  further, 
That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless 
such  standards  and  procedures  are  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  section 
1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950:  Provided  further,  That  nothing  con¬ 
tained  in  the  foregoing  provisos  shall  be 
construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its  obliga¬ 
tion  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  main¬ 
tenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  his  obligation  with  respect  to  the 
selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  in¬ 
spection  after  construction  of  each  project, 
and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of  the 
estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction  of 
each  project:  Provided  further.  That  not 
more  than  10  per  centum  of  the  amount 
apportioned  to  each  State  under  subpara¬ 
graphs  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  may 
be  transferred  from  the  apportionment 
'under  one  subparagraph  to  the  apportion¬ 
ment  under  either  of  the  other  subpara¬ 
graphs:  Provided  further,  That  such  trans¬ 
fer  is  requested  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  is  approved  by  the  Governor  of 
said  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
as  being  in  the  public  interest:  Provided 
further.  That  the  total  of  such  transfers 
shall  not  increase  the  original  apportion¬ 
ment  under  any  subparagraph  by  more  than 
10  per  centum:  Provided  further,  That  the 
transfers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  June  30, 
1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same 
basis  for  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  prior  or 
subsequent  fiscal  year:  And  provided  further, 
That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  last  proviso  to  subparagraph 
(b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944. 

"Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expedit¬ 
ing  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges 
and  tunnels,  of  the  national  system  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways,  including  extensions 
thereof  through  urban  areas,  designated  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $175,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956, 
and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957.  The  sum  herein 
authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
following  manner:  one-half  in  the  ratio 
which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  population  of  all  the  States,  as 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less 
than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
money  so  apportioned:  and  one-half  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system:  Provided  further,  That  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on 
the  national  system  of  interstate  highways 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 
40  per  centum  of  such  cost  in  any  State  con¬ 
taining  unappropriated  and  unreserved  pub¬ 
lic  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  in¬ 
dividual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum 


of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  equal 
to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such  lands 
in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area. 

"(b)  Any  sums  apportioned,  to  any  State 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for 
two  years  after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for 
which  "Such  stuns  are  authorized:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  upon  execution  of  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  under  this 
section. 

"(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  unex¬ 
pended  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which 
it  is  available  for  expenditure  under  the 
terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall 
lapse. 

“Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the 
sum  of  $24,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957 :  Provided,  That 
with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  a  timber  access  road, 
advisory  public  hearings  shall  be  held  at  a 
place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of 
constructioh  or  reconstruction  with  notice 
and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested 
persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  prac¬ 
ticability  and  feasibility  of  such  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction:  Provided  further, 
That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be 
available  for  vehicular  parking  areas:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  appropriation  here¬ 
in  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950. 

“Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and 
trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  na¬ 
tional  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national 
park  and  monument  approach  roads  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46 
Stat.  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,- 
500,000)  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1957. 

"(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by 
Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is 
vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$11,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957. 

"(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided,  That 
the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  ex¬ 
penditures'  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such 
construction  shall  be  under  the  general  su¬ 
pervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

"Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785) ,  there 


4783 

is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non¬ 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  res¬ 
ervations  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

"Sec.  6.  Any  funds  authorized  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  or  herein  au¬ 
thorized  for  forest  highways,  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails, 
parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands 
highways  shall  be  immediately  available  for 
contract:  Provided,  That  any  amount  re¬ 
maining  unexpended  two  years  after  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  charged  with  the  administration  of 
such  funds  is  hereby  granted  authority  to 
incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  en¬ 
ter  into  contracts  under  such  authorizations 
and  his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a 
contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof 
and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
expended  when  so  obligated. 

“Sec.  7.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  en¬ 
titled  ‘An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation  with 
Central  American  Republics  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway’,  ap¬ 
proved  December  26,  1941  (65  Stat.  860),  as 
amended  by  section  11  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7, 
1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $8,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  up  to  and  including  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  to  be  available 
until  expended,  to  enable  the  United  States 
to  cooperate  with  the  Governments  of  the 
American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of 
the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador, 
Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Pana¬ 
ma — in  the  survey  and  completion  of  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway 
within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid  Repub¬ 
lics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of 
the  appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums 
may  be  expended  to  match  any  part  thereof, 
if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the 
cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such 
country  or  countries  will  be  beyond  their 
reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

"Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158) ,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $2,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  for  completing  the  United  States 
obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement 
with  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua:  Provided, 
That  the  survey  and  construction  work 
authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

"Sec.  9.  In  order  to  assure  that  adequate 
consideration  is  given  to  civil  defense  as¬ 
pects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of 
highways  constructed  or  reconstructed  with 
the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  con¬ 
sult,  from  time  to  time,  with  the  Federal 
Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the 
civil  defense  aspects  of  highways  so  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed. 

"Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  in  his  discretion  to  engage  in  re¬ 
search  on  all  phases  of  highway  construction. 
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reconstruction,  modernization,  development, 
design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing,  and 
traffic  conditions,  including  the  effect  there¬ 
on  of  State  laws,  and  is  authorized  to  test, 
develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  develop¬ 
ing  of  any  material,  invention,  patented  arti¬ 
cle,  or  process.  The  Secretary  may  carry  out 
the  authority  granted  hereby,  either  inde¬ 
pendently,  or  in  cooperation  with  any  other 
branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  au¬ 
thority,  association,  institution,  corporation 
(profit  or  nonprofit),  or  any  other  organiza¬ 
tion,  or  person.  The  funds  required  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be 
taken  out  of  the  administrative  and  research 
funds  authorized  by  section  21  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212) ,  as  amended.  The 
provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (41  U.  S.  C„  sec.  5)  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  contracts  or  agreements  made 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the 
highway  research  program  herein  authorized 
studies  of  economic  highway  geometries, 
structures  and  desirable  weight  and  size 
standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public  high¬ 
ways  and  of  the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in 
State  regulations  with  respect  to  such  stand¬ 
ards,  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  time  to 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
the  progress  and  findings  with  respect  to 
such  studies. 

“Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
hereby  directed  to  make  a  study  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  State  highway  departments  and 
other  parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  posed  by  necessary  relocation  and  re¬ 
construction  of  public  utilities  services  re¬ 
sulting  from  highway  improvements  author¬ 
ized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and 
financial  analysis  of  existing  relationships 
between  the  State  highway  departments  and 
affected  utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of 
the  various  State  statutes  regulating  existing 
relationships,  to  the  end  that  a  full  and  in¬ 
formative  report  may  be  made  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  not  later  than  February  1, 
1955. 

“Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  transmit  to  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  not  later 
than  December  31,  1954,  a  suggested  draft 
of  a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal  Highway  Act, 
which  will  include  such  provisions  of  existing 
law,  and  such  changed  or  new  provisions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  advisable.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  also  submit  a  report  commenting 
on  the  draft  of  bill  or  bills,  which  shall  in¬ 
clude  specific  reference  to  each  change  in,  or 
omission  of,  any  provision  of  existing  law. 

“Sec.  13.  The  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  a 
comprehensive  study  of  all  phases  of  highway 
financing,  including  a  study  of  the  costs  of 
completing  the  several  systems  of  highways 
in  the  several  States  and  of  the  progress 
and  feasibility  of  toll  roads  with  particular 
attention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such  toll 
roads  upon  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
grams,  and  coordination  thereof,  and  to  make 
a  report  of  his  findings  including  recommen¬ 
dations  with  respect  to  Federal  participation 
in  toll  roads,  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
not  later  than  February  1,  1955:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be 
expended  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  14.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the 
interstate  planning  and  coordination  of  a 
continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appur¬ 
tenances  thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi 
Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in 
general  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of  July  11,  1916, 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  the 
recommended  plan  set  forth  in  the  Joint 
report  submitted  to  the  Congress  November 


28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and 
Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1949  (Public  Law  262,  Eighty-first  Congress), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  from  general  ad¬ 
ministrative  funds  not  to  exceed  $250,000; 
the  amount  expended  under  this  section 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  ten  States 
bordering  the  Mississippi  River  in  proportion 
to  the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective 
States  for  the  improvement  and  extension  of 
existing  sections  of  this  highway  project  as 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
cooperation  with  other  public  agencies  con¬ 
cerned  therewith. 

“Sec.  15.  The  term  ‘highway’,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to  in¬ 
clude  ‘tunnels’. 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
approve  as  a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  system  extension  through  urban  areas, 
connecting  points  on  that  system,  provided 
that  Federal  participation  in  projects  on  such 
extensions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

“Sec.  17.  (a)  Highway  construction  work 
performed  in  pursuance  of  agreements  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any 
State  highway  department  which  requires 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
which  is  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
funds  authorized  under  this  or  succeeding 
Acts,  shall  be  performed  by  contract  award¬ 
ed  by  competitive  bidding  under  such  pro¬ 
cedures  as  may  by  regulations  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  affirmatively 
find  that,  under  the  circumstances  relating 
to  a  given  project,  some  other  method  is  in 
the  public  interest.  All  such  findings  shall 
be  reported  promptly  in  writing  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

“(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  contract 
for  such  highway  construction  work  is  re¬ 
quired,  the  Secretary  shall  reqhire  as  a  con¬ 
dition  precedent  to  such  approval  a  sworn 
statement  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the 
person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  to 
whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded,  certify¬ 
ing  that  such  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation  has  not,  either  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  entered  into  any  agreement,  partici¬ 
pated  in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken 
any  action  in  restraint  of  free  competitive 
bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

“Sec.  18.  Section  1020  of  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“  ‘§  1020.  Highway  projects 

“  ‘Whoever,  being  an  offioer,  agent,  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  State 
or  Territory,  or  whoever,  whether  a  person, 
association,  firm,  or  corporation,  knowingly 
makes  any  false  statement,  false  representa¬ 
tion,  or  false  report  as  to  the  character,  qual¬ 
ity,  quantity,  or  cost  of  the  material  used  or 
to  be  used,  or  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the 
work  performed  or  to  be  performed,  or  the 
costs  thereof  in  connection  with  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  plans,  maps,  specifications,  con¬ 
tracts,  or  costs  of  construction  of  any  high¬ 
way  or  related  project  submitted  for  ap¬ 
proval  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce;  or 

“  ‘Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false 
statement,  false  representation,  false  report, 
or  false  claim  with  respect  to  the  character, 
quality,  quantity,  or  cost  of  any  work  per¬ 
formed  or  to  be  performed,  or  materials  fur¬ 
nished  or  to  be  furnished,  in  connection 
with  the  construction  of  any  highway  or  re¬ 
lated  project  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce;  or 

“  ‘Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false 
statement  or  false  representation  as  to  a 
material  fact  in  any  statement,  certificate,  or 
report  submitted  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 


11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355)  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented, 

“  ‘Shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  five  years,  or 
both.* 

“Sec.  19.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  Decem¬ 
ber  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838);  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1105);  and  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950 
(64  Stat.  785);  and  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952  (66  Stat. 
158),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

"Sec.  20.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  of  this  Act  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“Sec.  21.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any 
way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  its  passage. 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  That  all  Federal-aid  road 
funds  heretofore  paid  on  the  section  of  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Primary  Route  Numbered  39  in¬ 
cluded  in  Federal-aid  project  UI-147  in  the 
State  of  Connecticut,  which  section  is  to  be 
made  a  part  of  a  highway  from  the  New  York, 
State  line  at  Greenwich  to  the  Rhode  Island1 
State  line  at  Killingly,  planned  as  an  ex¬ 
pressway  authorized  by  chapter  107,  part  IV, 
General  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1953  Sup¬ 
plement,  shall,  prior  to  the  collection  of  any 
tolls  on  said  section,  be  repaid  to  the 
Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
amount  so  repaid  shall  be  deposited  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal-aid 
highways.  At  the  time  of  such  repayment, 
the  project  agreement  with  respect  to  said 
Federal-aid  project  UI-147  shall  be  can¬ 
celled.  Any  amount  so  repaid,  together 
with  the  unpaid  balance  of  any  amount  pro¬ 
gramed  for  expenditure  on  said  project,  shall 
be  credited  to  the  unprogramed  balance  of 
Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the  same  class 
last  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Connecti¬ 
cut.  The  amount  so  credited  shall  be  in 
addition  to  all  other  funds  than  apportioned 
to  said  State  and  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212), 
as  now  or  hereafter  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented. 

“(b)  By  virtue  of  the  design  and  plan  of 
said  highway  in  relation  to  the  three  sec¬ 
tions  of  Federal-Aid  Primary  Route  Num¬ 
bered  1  included  in  Federal-aid  projects 
UI-29,  UI-64,  and  FI-145,  which  permit  un¬ 
restricted  use  of  said  sections  without  pay¬ 
ment  of  tolls,  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the 
Incorporation  of  said  sections  into  said  high¬ 
way  will  not  violate  any  provision  of  said 
Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  or  any  regulation  thereunder.  If 
at  any  time  the  highway  commissioner  of 
the  State  of  Connecticut  shall  determine  to 
impose  tolls  upon  or  for  the  use  of  any  one 
or  more  of  said  sections,  all  Federal-aid  road 
funds  theretofore  paid  or  programed  for 
expenditure  on  such  section  or  sections  upon 
which  tolls  are  to  be  imposed,  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  for  programing  and  expenditure  in 
cooperation  with  the  Connecticut  State 
Highway  Department  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  now 
or  hereafter  amended  and  supplemented. 
At  the  time  of  such  transfer,  the  project 
agreement  with  respect  to  the  project  for 
which  the  funds  are  transferred  shall  be 
canceled.  Upon  such  cancellation,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  credit  the  Federal  pro  rata  share 
of  such  project  agreement  to  the  unpro¬ 
gramed  balance  of  Federal-aid  road  funds 
of  the  same  class  last  apportioned  to  the 
State  of  Connecticut.  The  amount  so 
credited  shall  be  la  addition  to  all  other 
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funds  then  apportioned  to  said  State  and 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Federal 
Highway  Act,  as  now  or  hereafter  amended 
and  supplemented.  In  lieu  of  the  transfer 
thereof,  the  highway  commissioner  of  the 
State  of  Connecticut  may  repay  the  Federal- 
aid  road  funds  paid  on  any  such  section  in 
the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  effect 
as  is  provided  with  respect  to  the  repayment 
of  Federal-aid  road  funds  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

“(c)  Upon  the  repayment  or  transfer  of 
Federal-aid  road  funds,  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  any  such  section  or  sections  included 
in  the  project  with  respect  to  which  such 
repayment  or  transfer  is  made,  shall  become 
and  be  free  from  any  and  all  restrictions 
contained  in  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  or  any  regula¬ 
tion  thereunder,  with  respect  to  the  imposi¬ 
tion  and  collection  of  tolls  or  other  charges 
thereon  or  for  the  use  thereof. 

“Sec.  23.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1954’.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Prescott  Bush, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

John  Stennis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ",  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report  as  to  such  amendment, 
namely: 

The  Senate  struck  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  House  bill  and  inserted  in  lieu 
thereof  an  amendment  which  was  a  com¬ 
plete  substitute  for  the  text  of  the  House 
bill.  However,  the  provisions  of  the  House 
bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  were  sub¬ 
stantially  similar  but  the  Senate  included  a 
number  of  sections  not  contained  in  the 
House  bill.  The  following  statement  indi¬ 
cates  the  differences  between  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  amendment  and  the  action 
of  the  conferees  with  respect  to  these  differ¬ 
ences. 

primary,  secondary,  and  primary  roads  in 

URBAN  AREAS 

Section  1  of  the  conference  agreement 
authorizes  $700,000,000  for  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
June  30,  1957,  on  the  basis  of  45  percent  for 
the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  30  percent 
for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  and 
25  percent  for  the  Federal-aid  urban  system, 
thus  authorizing  $315,000,000  for  the  primary 
highway  system,  $210,000,000  for  the  second¬ 
ary  highway  system,  and  $175,000,000  for  the 
primary  system  in  urban  areas. 

With  respect  to  the  foregoing  authoriza¬ 
tions,  the  House  authorized  $270,000,000  for 
the  primary  system,  $180,000,000  for  the  sec¬ 
ondary  system,  and  $150,000,000  for  the 
primary  system  in  urban  areas.  The  Senate 
amendment  authorized  $342,000,000  for  the 
primary  system,  $228,000,000  for  the  second¬ 
ary  system,  and  $190,000,000  for  the  primary 
system  in  urban  areas.  The  conferees 


finally  compromised  and  agreed  on  the 
amounts  now  contained  in  the  bill  herein 
reported. 

The  House  conferees  prevailed  upon  the 
Senate  conferees  to  agree  to  the  provision 
relative  to  permission  to  transfer  primary 
and  secondary  funds  in  either  direction. 
This  provision  was  not  contained  in  the 
Senate  amendment  and  the  conferees  agreed 
to  the  transfer  of  such  funds  up  to  10  per¬ 
cent  instead  of  up  to  25  percent  which  was 
contained  in  the  House  bill.  The  conferees 
also  agreed  to  modifying  language  which 
would  make  such  transfer  permissible  if 
approved  by  the  governor  of  the  State  re¬ 
questing  such  transfer  as  well  as  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
With  respect  to  secondary  roads  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  to  clarify  the 
language  which  would  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
this  provision  in  a  manner  6onsistent  with 
the  procedures  presently  in  effect. 

INTERSTATE  HIGHWAYS 

Section  2  of  the  House  bill  authorized  the 
sum  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957,  for  projects  on  the 
interstate  highway  system.  The  Senate 
amendment  authorized  the  sum  of  ,$150,000,- 
000  for  identical  purposes  covering  the  same 
period  of  time.  The  conferees  finally  com¬ 
promised  on  the  sum  of  $175,000,000  for  each 
fiscal  year. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS,  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 
AND  TRAILS 

Section  3:  The  Senate  conferees  a'greed  to 
the  authorization  of  $22,500,000  for  forest 
highways  contained  in  the  House  bill.  The 
amount  contained  in  the  Senate  amendment 
was  $25,000,000. 

With  respect  to  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  the  conferees  agreed  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  $24,000,000  in  lieu  of  $22,- 
500,000  in  the  House  bill  and  $25,000,000  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

PARK  SERVICE  ROADS,  PARKWAYS,  AND  INDIAN 
ROADS 

Section  4:  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  $12,500,000  for  park  roads  and 
trails  which  amount  wTas  contained  in  the 
Senate  amendment.  The  House  bill  author¬ 
ized  $10,000,000  for  this  purpose. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization 
of  $11,000,000  for  parkways  in  lieu  of  $10,- 
000,000  authorized  in  the  House  bill  and 
$12,500,000  authorized  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  authorization 
of  $10,000,000  for  Indian  roads  and  trails 
which  was  the  amount  contained  in  the 
House  bill.  The  Senate  amendment  author¬ 
ized  $12,500,000. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  ROADS 

The  Senate  amendment  carried  an  author¬ 
ization  of  $2,500,000  for  public  lands  roads. 
There  was  no  such  authorization  in  the 
House  bill.  The  House  conferees  accepted 
this  section  with  the  amount  reduced  to 
$1,000,000  per  fiscal  year. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS  FOR  FEDERAL 
ROADS 

Section  6  provides  that  any  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955, 
or  authorized  under  this  bill  for  forest  high¬ 
ways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  Indian  roads  and  pub¬ 
lic  lands  highways  shall  be  immediately 
available  for  contract.  This  section  was  not 
contained  in  the  House  bill,  but  the  House 
conferees  agreed  to  its  inclusion  when  they 
prevailed  upon  the  Senate  to  restrict  the 
provisions  to  the  fiscal  years  1955,  1956,  and 
1957. 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

Section  7 :  The  Senate  amendment  provided 
an  authorization  of  $40,000,000  to  complete 
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this  project  to  be  appropriated  in  the  amount 
of  $8,000,000  for  each  of  5  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1959.  The  House  bill  did  not  con¬ 
tain  such  a  provision  but  did  provide  for  the 
continuation  of  the  authorizations  set  forth 
in  section  6  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1952.  The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the 
Senate  amendment. 

RAMA  ROAD 

Section  8:  The  Senate  amendment  provided 
an  authorization  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
years  1955  and  1956.  The  House  bill  did  not 
contain  such  a  provision  but  did  provide 
for  the  continuation  of  the  authorizations 
set  forth  in  section  5  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1952.  The  House  conferees 
agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment. 

CIVIL  DEFENSE 

Section  9:  The  Senate  amendment  au¬ 
thorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  consult  with  the  Civil  Defense 
Administrator  relative  to  the  civil  defense  as¬ 
pects  of  highways  to  be  constructed  or  recon¬ 
structed.  There  was  no  such  provision  in 
the  House  bill.  The  House  conferees  agree 
to  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to 
this  section. 

GENERAL  RESEARCH  STUDIES 

Section  10  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  in  his  discretion  to  engage  in 
research  upon  all  phases  of  highway  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  modification,  de¬ 
velopment,  design,  maintenance,  safety, 
financing,  and  traffic  conditions  including 
the  effect  thereon  of  State  laws  and  to  test, 
develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  any  material,  invention,  patented 
article  or  process  as  well  as  studies  of  desir¬ 
able  weight  size  standards  for  vehicles  using 
the  public  highways.  The  funds  required  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
be  taken  out  of  administrative  research 
funds.  There  was  no  such  authorization  in 
the  House  bill.  The  House  conferees  agreed 
to  the  Senate  amendment  with  respect  to 
this  section. 

REVISION  OF  HIGHWAY  LAW 

Section  12:  This  provision  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  submit  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  not  later 
than  December  1,  1954,  a  suggested  draft  of 
a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal  highway  act  which 
will  include  such  provisions  of  existing  law 
and  such  change  or  new  provisions  as  the 
Secretary  deems  advisable.  There  was  no 
such  authorization  or  direction  in  the  House 
bill.  The  House  conferees  agreed  to  the 
Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  this 
section. 

TOLL  ROAD  STUDY 

Section  13:  The  Senate  amendment  car¬ 
ried  an  authorization  and  direction  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  to  make  a 
comprehensive  study  of  all  phases  of  highway 
financing,  including  a  study  of  costs  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  several  systems  of  highways  in 
the  several  States  and  of  the  progress  and 
feasibility  of  toll  roads  with  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such  toll 
roads  upon  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
and  to  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
February  1,  1955.  The  cost  of  the  study  shall 
not  exceed  $100,000  but  shall  be  payable  from 
administrative  expenses.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  with 
respect  to  this  section.  There  was  no  such 
authorization  in  the  House  bill. 

AUTHORIZING  PRESIDENT  TO  ADVANCE  EFFECTIVE 
DATES  OF  THIS  ACT  , 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  in  section 
14  for  the  President,  under  certain  circum¬ 
stances,  to  advance  the  effective  dates  of 
any  authorizations  except  those  with  respect 
to  the  Inter-American  Highway  and  Rama 
Road  if  he  so  determined.  There  was  no 
such  authorization  in  the  House  bill.  Con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  this  provision  be  excluded. 
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CREAT  RIVER  ROAD 

Section  14:  The  Senate  amendment  (sec. 
15)  provided  an  authorization  o£  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  from  administration  funds 
for  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate 
planning  and  coordination  of  a  continuous 
Great  River  Road,  and  appurtenances  there¬ 
to  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley  from 
Canada  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  House 
bill  provided  for  like  purposes  but  authorized 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  $250,000  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  from  administration  funds.  The 
Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  amendment 
contained  in  the  House  bill. 

CONTRACTUAL  OBLIGATIONS 

Section  17:  This  provision  (sec.  18  of  the 
Senate  amendment)  provides  that  highway 
construction  work  performed  in  pursuance 
of  agreements  between  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  any  State  highway  department 
which  requires  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  which  is  financed  in  whole  or 
In  part  by  funds  authorized  under  this  or 
succeeding  acts  shall  be  performed  by  con¬ 
tract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  under 
such  procedures  as  may  by  regulations  be 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
unless  he  shall  affirmatively  find  that  under 
the  circumstances  relating  to  a  given  proj¬ 
ect.  some  other  method  is  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  Conferees  understand  that  this  sec¬ 
tion  does  not  alter  existing  procedures  with 
respect  to  railroad  projects  involved  in  the 
highway  program.  This  section  also  provides 
that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  when  his 
approval  of  any  contract  is  required,  shall 
obtain  a  sworn  statement  from  the  person 
to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded  cer¬ 
tifying  that  such  person  has  not  engaged  in 
collusive  bidding.  The  House  bill  did  not 
contain  this  section  and  the  House  conferees 
concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment. 


DEFENSE  ACCESS  ROADS 

This  provision  (sec.  20  of  the  Senate 


amendment)  was  not  contained  in  the  House 
bill  and  the  Senate  conferees  receded. 


TOLL  ROAD  FUNDS 


Section  22  (sec.  24  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment)  was  not  contained  in  the  House  bill. 
This  provision  is  intended  to  enable  the 
State  of  Connecticut  to  save  approximately 
$17,000,000  by  Incorporating  into  a  proposed 
expressway  four  sections  of  highway  upon 
which  Federal-aid  funds  have  been,  or  are 
being  expended.  This  would  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  repayment  in  cash  of  the  Federal- 
aid  funds  to  the  United  States  and  their 
transfer  for  use  on  other  projects  eligible  for 
Federal  aid.  There  is  precedent  for  this  pro¬ 
cedure  in  a  law  enacted  by  the  81st  Congress 
to  facilitate  the  construction  of  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike.  The  House  conferees  con¬ 
curred  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

There  was  no  disagreement  among  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  sections  16,  17,  21,  22,  23,  and  25 
of  the  Senate  amendment  (secs.  10,  11,  6,  7,  8, 
and  13  of  the  House  bill). 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

Homer  D.  Angell, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


C 

(Mr.  HO 
permission 
minutes.) 


DEFENSE 

asked  and  was  given 
address  the  House  for  3 


Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  I  had  prepared  a  short 
speech  on  the  subject  of  civilian  defense, 
but  due  to  the  fact  that  the  House  wished 
to  act  upon  the  resolution  regarding  the 
death  of  Senator  Griswold,  I  extended 
my  remarks  in  the  Record  at  that  point. 
I  have  asked  for  this  time  to  inform  the 
Members  of  the  House  that  I  introduced 
a  resolution  yesterday  regarding  civilian 
defense.  The  resolution  asks  that  the 
President  send  a  reorganization  plan  to 
the  Congress  which  will  establish  the 
present  Civil  Defense  Agency  as  an  exec¬ 
utive  department  giving  it  Cabinet 
status,  also  giving  to  the  secretary  of 
that  department  the  right  to  sit  in  on 
the  National  Security  Council’s  delibera¬ 
tions.  My  reason  for  this  resolution, 
and  for  the  asking  of  this  consideration 
by  my  colleagues,  comes  from  the  heart¬ 
felt  and  very  deep  conviction  that  our 
civilian  defense  as  of  now  is  a  completely 
futile,  ineffective,  and  helpless  program. 
k  I  do  not  say  this  in  criticism  of  the  people 
vho  are  struggling  with  this  problem  nor 
o'!  the  present  Chairman  of  the  Civil  De- 


On  the  local  level — State,  county, , 
city — there  will  rest  the  actual  burden  of 
detail  planning  and  operation.  This  is, 
and  will  be,  a  tremendous  obligation. 
Legislation  implementing  the  various 
participating  political  subdivisions  will 
undoubtedly  be  called  for. 

The  peculiar  problems  of  eacH  city  will 
call  for  the  most  detailed  co/isideration 
on  the  local  level,  keeping  always  in  mind 
integration  with  the  Fedei^l  responsibil¬ 
ities. 

The  problem  of  individual  compliance 
with  an  accepted  and  properly  author¬ 
ized  Federal-local  pl&n,  must  be  placed 
on  a  mandatory  basis  in  the  interest  of 
national  survival/  Voluntary  coopera¬ 
tion  is  not  enough,  as  postwar  efforts  to 
enlist  civilian/defense  volunteers  have 
proved. 

Local  legislation,  court  and  police 
powers,  can  enforce  compliance  if  pub¬ 
lic  opinion  based  on  faith  in  a  practical 
plan  is  obtained  on  a  favorable  basis. 

It  is  because  I  believe  a  practical  civil¬ 
ian  defense  plan  is  just  as  vital  to  na¬ 
tional  survival  as  an  adequate  military 


ferine  Agency.  We  are  faced  at  this  time  plan,  that  I  am  asking  for  consideration  ■ 
in  thjs  Nation  with  a  problem  which  we  /on  the  presidential  level. 


AMENDMENT  OF  CRIMINAL  CODE 

Section  18:  This  section  (sec.  19  of  the 
Senate  amendment)  was  not  contained  in 
the  House  bill  and  the  House  conferees  con¬ 
curred  in  the  language  contained  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  respect  to  this 
section. 


never  faced  before  as  a  result  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  probable  use  of  the  hy¬ 
drogen  bomb,  a  bomb  which  is  more 
powerful  and  more  destructive  than'  all 
of  the  TNT  ton  equivalent  bombs 
dropped  in  all  of  World  War  n  with  the 
use  of  40,000  bombers  in  4  years  of  time. 
It,  therefore,  becomes  necessary  to  re¬ 
evaluate  our  military  defense  methods 
and  our  civilian  defense  methods  and  to 
develop  as  carefully  as  possible  a  prac¬ 
tical  and  complete  a  defense  mechanism 
as  we  can  on  the  civilijm,  level.  It  is  my 
hope  that  if  this  is  given  the  priority 
which  I  believe  the  Nation's,  security  de¬ 
mands,  such  a  comprehensive  and  effec¬ 
tive  plan  can  and  will  be  worked  out. 
There  are  certain  factors  which"  I  believe 
must  be  accepted  in  the  workinsNout  of 
such  a  plan.  In  the  first  place,  I 
it  must  be  thoroughly  integrated  witllspur 
military  plans.  This  has  not  been 

Mass  movement  of  military  personn? 
and  equipment,  and  mass  population’ 
evacuation  must  be  assigned  to  separate 
highways. 

.Every  city  must  have  a  tailored  pro¬ 
gram  to  fit  its  peculiar  problems. 

Each  city  must  know,  in  advance,  the 
estimated  number  of  hours  between  de¬ 
tection  of  enemy  aircraft  and  probable 
arrival.  This  is  a  military  responsibility 
and  will  probably  vary  with  each  city’s 
location.  It  is  basic  knowledge  for  spe¬ 
cific  plans  for  each  city. 

Many  other  problems,  some  of  which 
are  part  of  every  city’s  problems,  and 
some  of  which  are  peculiar  to  certain 
cities,  must  be  considered. 

Federal  direction  and  financing,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  must  be  the  foundation  for  any 
effective  overall  plan.  The  Federal  di¬ 
rection  on  fundamental  planning  is  es¬ 
sential  for  uniformity  of  results  and  in¬ 
tegration  with  military  responsibilities. 
Federal  financing  to  a  substantial  extent 
is  necessary  to  discharge  the  obligation 
of  national  defense  and  to  spread  the 
cost  of  defending  target  areas,  over  the 
complete  tax  structure  of  the  Nation. 


It  is  because  I  believe  presidential 
leadership  is  absolutely  necessary  if  the 
people  are  to  realize  the  importance  of 
civilian  defense,  that  I  have  asked  that 
action  be  initiated  through  a  presidential 
reorganization  plan. 

Not  only  will  such  procedure  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  importance  of  the  subject, 
but  it  will  insure  speedy  action  by  the 
Congress,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

(Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.). 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  had  examined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles,  which  were  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.  R.  6025.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  grant  a  license  to  the 
ii  Hospital,  a  nonprofit  institution,  to 
certain  United  States  property  in  the 
cit\and  county  of  Honolulu,  T.  H.;  and 

..7110.  An  act  to  provide  that  title  to 
certaih.  school  lands  shall  vest  in  the  States 
under  fhe  act  of  January  25,  1927,  notwith- 
standingNany  Federal  leases  which  may  be 
outstanding  on  such  lands  at  the  time  they 
are  surveyed 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  an  enrolled  joint  resolution  of 
the  Senate  of  thg  following  title: 

S.  J.  Res.  63.  JoinKresolution  authorizing 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  enter  into  inter¬ 
state  civil-defense  compacts. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent, \ermission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks, 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Johnson  of  California  anclvto  in¬ 
clude  a  speech  by  Arthur  B.  Churoh. 

Mr.  Schenck. 

Mr.  Dague  and  to  include  an  editorial. 
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In  many  cases  a  large  part  of  the  cost  is  final  outcome,  funds  will  be  available  of  educational  exchanges  in  46  countries  and 


borne  by.private  American  and  Japanese 
institutions  with  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  mongy — usually  in  yen  not  other¬ 
wise  properly  available  to  the  United 
States — playing  only  a  minor  role.  Where 
else  does  so  little  go  so  far?  During  the 
occupation  period  when  the  Army  bore 
primary  responsibility  for  Japanese  pro¬ 
grams,  the  volume  W  exchanges  was  at 
least  several  times  greater  than  during 
the  current  year.  For  example,  twenty 
times  as  many  Japanese  leaders  were 
brought  to  the  United  States  under  Gov¬ 
ernment  programs  in  1951sthan  in  1954 
fiscal. 

Now,  I  want  to  turn  to  Korea.  Since 
the  end  of  the  occupation  periodjn  1948, 
there  have  been  only  a  few  scattered  ex¬ 
changes  conducted  under  the  Stnith- 
Mundt  program.  The  budget  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  provides  for  31  ex¬ 
changes.  Under  H.  R.  8067,  of  course, 
this  program  would  be  terminated. 

There  has  been  no  Fulbright  program 
for  Korea.  Ample  Korean  won  cur¬ 
rency  is  available  for  this  purpose.  In 
1950  a  Fulbright  agreement  was  signed. 
The  outbreak  of  hostilities,  however,  pre¬ 
cluded  the  activation  of  this  program.  It 
!is  difficult  to  understand  the  factors 
which  have  prevented  activation  of  the 
program  since  the  termination  of  hostili¬ 
ties.  I  am  informed  that  in  this  instance, 
the  Korean  Government  has  been  eager 
to  get  going.  Yet,  in  spite  of  our  agree¬ 
ment,  the  President's  request  contained 
no  funds  for  Korea. 

It  appears  that  the  general  budgetary 
ceilings  in  the  President’s  call  for  esti¬ 
mates,  which  provided  for  a  general 
holding  of  the  line  on  appropriation  re¬ 
quests,  had  the  effect  of  preventing  the 
inclusion  of  funds  for  the  Korean  Ful¬ 
bright  program  in  the  1955  Presidential 
budget.  Since  there  was  no  Korean  pro¬ 
gram  for  1954,  it  was  reasoned  that  there 
could  not  be  one  for  1955.  Under  the 
ceiling,  funds  for  Korea  would  have  to 
be  taken  out  of  programs  for  other  coun¬ 
tries. 

I  must  admit  I  do  not  understand  the 
system  of  priorities  that  would  exclude 
Korea  entirely  while  providing  a  large 
program  for  the  United  Kingdom  with 
which  we  have  so  many  and  such  fruitful 
cultural  contacts  independent  of  any 
Government  funds.  But  be  that 'as  it 
may  I  cannot  understand  why  budgetary 
ceiling  should  be  applied  to  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  not  otherwise  properly  available 
to  the  United  States.  The  taxpayer  gains 
nothing  and  the  citizen  loses  from  this 
wholly  unintended  byproduct  effect  of 
the  Rabaut  amendment.  This  amend¬ 
ment,  Mr.  Speaker,  requires,  wisely  in 
my  opinion,  that  appropriations  be  ob¬ 
tained  even  though  foreign  currencies 
will  be  used  in  fact.  It  makes  no  ref¬ 
erence,  however,  to  the  application  of 
ceilings  on  tfie  use  of  foreign  currencies. 
In  my  opinion  this  is  an  unfortunate  ex¬ 
ample  of  iSlind  budgeting.  H.  R.  8067 
was  not^esponsible  for  the  omission  of 
Korea  from  the  1955  Fulbright  program. 

I  know  of  no  country  where  the  edu¬ 
cational  exchange  program  is  •  more 
needed  in  order  to  carry  out  our  Far 
Eastern  objectives.  I  trust  that  in  the 


for  Korea.  The  long  lead  time  required 
to  get  these  programs  underway  em¬ 
phasized  the  urgency  of  this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  conclude  my  re¬ 
marks  for  the  present  by  summing  up 
the  general  impact  of  H.  R.  8067  on 
educational  exchanges  with  the  Far 
East.  I  concentrate  on  this  area  not 
only  because  of  its  vital  concern  to  all 
Americans  at  this  time,  but  also  because, 
in  the  absence  of  private  cultural  con¬ 
tacts  of  normal  volume  and  intensity, 
there  is  a  special  need  for  Government 
information  and  cultural  interchange 
programs  directed  to  the  Far  East.  In 
view  of  the  country-by-country  appor¬ 
tionment  contained  in  the  report  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  accompany¬ 
ing  H.  R.  8067  as  it  was  presented  to  the 
House,  there  would  be  no  educational 
exchange  programs  in  Indochina,  For¬ 
mosa,  Indonesia,  and  Korea.  In  Japan, 
Burma,  Thailand,  and  the  Philippines, 
the  Smith-Mundt  program  would  be 
eliminated  and  the  Fulbright  program 
reduced  because  of  the  inadequacy  of 
dollar  support. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  now  in  the  midst 
of  a  great  national  debate  on  our  policy 
in  regard  to  the  critical  situation  in 
Indochina.  Running  through  this  de¬ 
bate,  there  is  frequent,  and  I  think  ap¬ 
propriate  emphasis  on  the  military  and 
political  importance  of  the  indepen¬ 
dence  of  the  Associated  States  of  Indo¬ 
china.  Yet,  the  plain  fact  is  that  there 
has  not  been  the  preparation  for  in¬ 
dependence  in  Indochina  that  there  was 
in  the  Philippines  and  in  India.  The 
Educational  Exchange  program  can  play 
an  important  part  in  this  preparation. 
Yet,  unless  H.  R.  8067  is  amended  in 
conference  or  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  submitted,  there  will  be 
no  further  exchanges  of  this  character 
in  Indochina  until  the  fall  of  1957  at 
the  earliest. 

I  shall  have  more  data  to  present  in 
the  near  future.  At  this  time  I  submit 
for  the  Record  two  insertions  from  the 
Washington  Post  and  Times  Herald. 
The  editorial,  Wrecking  Student  Ex¬ 
change,  appeared  on  April  10,  1954,  and 
Malvina  Lindsay’s  column,  entitled 
“Poor  Time  To  Cut  Leader  Exchange,” 
appeared  on  March  18. 

Wrecking  Student  Exchange 

The  quietest  and  yet  in  many  ways  the 
most  effective  aspect  of  the  United  States 
information  program  has  been  its  interna¬ 
tion  educational  exchange  service.  This  has 
involved  the  operations  of  the  Smith-Mundt 
Act  and  the  Fulbright  Act  under  which  for¬ 
eign  leaders  of  thought  and  opinion,  for¬ 
eign  teachers,  researchers  and  students  have 
been  brought  to  this  country,  while  Ameri¬ 
cans  in  the  same  categories  have  been  en¬ 
abled  to  go  abroad  to  lecture  and  to  study. 
This  valuable  exchange  program  will  be 
wrecked  if  the  appropriations  cuts  voted  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  are  allowed  to 
stand.  We  hope  that  the  Senate  will  restore 
the  funds  necessary  for  its  continuance  when 
the  USIA  appropriation  comes  up  for  con¬ 
sideration  next  week. 

The  House  slashed  the  requested  budget 
from  15  million  to  9  million  dollars.  Since 
more  than  $7  million  of  this  amount  is  in 
foreign  currency,  the  action  lops  off  a  good 
three-fourths  or  more  of  the  dollar  funds 
requested.  The  result  would  be  elimination 


of  the  particularly  useful  leader  program  i*h 
all  countries.  It  would  cut  off  funds  needed 
to  pay  the  expenses  of  foreign  visitors  t,o  the 
United  States;  and  this,  in  turn  would  mean 
an  end  to  the  large  supplementary  program 
financed  and  operated  by  private  agencies  in 
cooperation  with  the  Government*  In  short, 
it  would  write  an  abrupt  finis  td  the  Smith- 
Mundt  Act;  and  it  is  hard  to  see  how  the 
Fulbright  Act  could  long  survive. 

This  seems  to  us  to  be  another  instance  of 
pennywise  foolishness  in  the  name  of  econ¬ 
omy.  The  educational  exchanges  have  paid 
rich  dividends  in  international  understand¬ 
ing.  They  have  given  an  unparalleled  op¬ 
portunity  to  foreigners  of  intellectual  stand¬ 
ing  to  learn  about  the  United  States  and 
then  return  to  ^ell  their  fellow-countrymen 
about  America  as  it  really  is.  And  they  have 
enabled  Americans  studying  and  teaching 
abroad  to  tell  the  American  story  and  create 
a  good  impression  of  the  United  States  by 
their  demeanor,  helpfulness  and  good  will. 
No  amount  of  propaganda  could  do  so  much 
to  counteract  the  big  lie  with  the  big  truth. 

Poor  Time  To  Cut  Leader  Exchange 
(By  Malvina  Lindsay) 

Just  as  the  Kremlin  indicates  it  may  be 
shifting  its  cold  war  strategy  more  to  the 
ideological  side,  Congress  seems  to  be  engi¬ 
neering  a  retreat  in  that  very  area. 

Bringing  foreign  leaders  and  teachers  to 
this  country  for  study  and  travel  has  been 
found  to  be  the  most  direct  and  effective 
means  of  getting  American  aims  and  ideas 
understood  abroad.  Yet  this  would  be  elimi¬ 
nated  entirely  under  the  40-percent  cut  that 
the  House  has  voted  in  the  educational  ex¬ 
change  service  of  the  overseas  information 
program. 

Saturday,  Soviet  Prime  Minister  Malenkov, 
for  the  first  time,  said  publicly  that  an 
atomic  war  would  destroy  civilization,  not 
just  the  capitalistic  system,  as  he  has  de¬ 
clared  in  the  past.  Some  Soviet  experts 
believe  this  forecasts  more  reliance  by  the 
Kremlin,  for  the  time  being  at  least,  on  other 
means  than  force  for  Communist  expansion. 

Communists  have  long  practiced  the  tech¬ 
nique  of  training  and  using  mationals  to 
spread  their  gospel,  especially  in  primitive 
regions  where  there  is  much  suspicion  of 
outsiders.  Many  observers  of  American  in¬ 
formation  activities  around  the  world  have 
repeatedly  reported  that  foreign  peoples 
listen  best  to  what  their  own  man  says  about 
dtie  United  States. 

Here  are  a  few  examples  of  how  foreign 
leaders  (among  450  from  60  countries), 
brought  here  in  the  last  year,  multiplied  in 
their  native  lands  the  influence  of  their 
3-month  visits  in  the  United  States: 

An  Icelandic  journalist  carried  on  a  one- 
man  campaign  throughout  his  country  to 
explain  by ^articles  and  talks  why  American 
troops  should  be  stationed  in  Iceland. 

A  Bangkok-  lawyer  sparked  legislation  to 
set  up  a  juvenile  court  system  in  Thailand. 

An  Italian  labor  leader  wrote  a  book  on 
American  labor  organization  and  presented 
it  to  2.000  labor  ’  leaders.  Another  labor 
leader  from  Italy  became  shop  steward  in  a 
factory  whose  union  had  been  Communist- 
dominated. 

Nineteen  French  members  of-  a  delegation 
of  NATO  journalists  wrote  100  articles  on  the 
United  States,  reaching  a  readership  of  2  /2 
million. 

An  Indian  newspaperman  wrote  back,  “I 
have  come  from  the  United  States  with  a  fire 
in  my  head.”  He  told  of  touring  his  country 
speaking  and  writing  in  an  effort  to  make 
India  the  citadel  of  freedom  in  the'  East. 

An  even  longer-range  influence  is  being 
wielded  by  the  300  teachers  from  about  50 
countries  who  came  here  last  year  for 
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6-nionth  visits.  They  included  such  key 
persons  as:  An  Indian  principal  of  a  teacher- 
train  inR  college;  the  assistant  director  of 
education  for  the  state  of  Delhi;  a  Japanese 
consultant  on  secondary  schools;  an  Iranian 
teacher,  wl\g  on  her  return  revised  the  cur¬ 
riculum  of  a>secondary  school,  and  who  has 
been  explainfpg  America  in  hundreds  of 
small  villages;  San  Indonesian  teacher  who 
with  the  aid  ol  her  husband  who  con¬ 
structed  the  buildlpg)  established  a  kinder¬ 
garten  and  a  training-school  for  kindergarten 
teachers. 

Between  2,300  and  2,400  foreign  students, 
many  from  countries  where  the  Soviet  Union 
is  trying  to  expand  its.  influence,  were 
brought  here  last  year.  (Communist  China 
is  reported  to  have  imported.  2,000  students 
from  Indonesia  alone  last  year,) 

Students  chosen  for  this  exchange  gen¬ 
erally  are  mature  and  of  outstanding  ability. 
The  time  lag  on  their  influence  at  home  is 
greater  than  that  of  the  leaders,  but  many 
of  them  become  the  leaders  of  tomorrow. 
However,  often  they  too  show  quick  action. 

A  young  married  couple  from  Iran,  after 
study  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  wetat 
home  and  developed  a  model  village  at  Tab  as 
for  rural  education.  This  has  excited  in-  . 
terest  throughout  Iran. 

If  the  Senate  sustains  the  House  slash  of 
$6  million  on  the  $15  million  requested 
(about  the  same  as  was  spent  last  year), 
student  exchange  will  be  restricted  entirely 
to  those  countries  included  in  the  Fulbright 
exchange  scholarship  program.  This  would 
mean  no  students  could  be  brought  from 
Iran,  Korea,  Formosa,  Latin  America,  many 
other  countries. 

But  it  would  also  be  a  blow  to  the  Ful¬ 
bright  scholarship  program  insofar  as  it  af¬ 
fects  students  coming  to  this  country,  since 
no  dollars  would  be  available  to  help  stu¬ 
dents  live  here. 

Two  solid  long-range  positive  answers  to 
Communist  expansion  have  been  offered  by  1 
this  country.  One  is  technical  assistance,  1 
the  other  the  educational  exchange.  Now 
there  seems  a  growing  tendency  to  subordi-  : 
nate  both  to  the  negative  strategy  of  de-  ■ 
Btruction. 

I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  what  I  have 
said  this  afternoon  will  encourage  many  | 
of  my  colleagues  in  the  House,  particu¬ 
larly  the  distinguished  members  of  the  f 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  State, 
Justice,  and  Commerce,  to  reexamine 
the  whole  matter  of  the  extent  of  our 
future  educational  exchange  programs. 


Howard  newspapers  whose  example  we  , 
trust  will  be  followed  by  other  like- 
minded  publications. 

Out  of  the  Red 

Postmaster  General  Arthur  Summerfield  • 
has  laid  the  cards  on  the  table  in  the  matter  j 
of  his  Department’s  chronic  deficit.  He  has  , 
asked  Congress  to  decide  once  and  for  all  j 
whether  the  Post  Office  Department  should 
pay  its  own  way. 

At  present  postage  rates,  which  were  estab-  J 
lished  by  Congress,  neither  Mr.  Summerfield  , 
nor  anyone  else  could  bring  the  Department  j 
out  of  the  red.  In  fact  as  the  volume  of  mail  j 
increases,  the  deficit  likely  would  grow  larger,  J 
since  so  much  mail  is  carried  at  a  loss. 

Mr.  Summerfield’s  proposal  of  an  inde-  ; 
pendent  commission  which  would  adjust  j 
postage  rates  automatically  to  meet  changing  . 
costs  seems  especially  sound.  Political  pres-  > 
sure,  or  the  fear  of  political  damage,  is  the  ! 
main  reason  Congressmen  are  so  reluctant  • 
to  raise  postage  rates. 

This  newspaper,  like  all  other  publications  j 
that  go  through  the  mails,  profits  financially  ( 
from  the  fact  that  its  copies  are  transported  ! 
for  less  than  it  costs  the  Government  to  ' 
carry  them.  It  is  a  profit  we  will  gladly  s 
•forego.  We  do  not  want  a  subsidy  which 
other  citizens  must  pay  in  taxes. 

There  is  no  good  reason  why  the  Post  > 
Department  should  not  pay  its  own  w^y. 
Mr.  Summerfield’s  efforts  to  make  it 
are  highly  commendable  and  Congress  sl)6uld 
back  hinq  up. 
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SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  ,  given  permission  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  5  minutes  today, 
following  the  legislative  program  and 
any  special  orders  heretofore  entered. 
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POSTAL  RATES 

(Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE  (at  the  request'  of 
Mr.  Brownson)  asked  and  was  given  I 
permission  to  extend  her  remarks  at  this  i 
point.)  ./ 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  un¬ 
der  leave  to  extend  my  remarks  in  the 
Record,  I  should  like  to  ipsert  an  edi-  , 
torial  which  appeared  recently  in  the  \ 
New  York  World-Telegram,  a  Scripps- 
Howard  newspaper.  The  editorial  is  a 
very  interesting  pronouncement  on  the 
question  of  Post  Office  deficits. 

It  is  a  good  signf  and  a  great  relief,  to  ; 
see  one  of  our  big  newspaper  chains,  who  j 
do  so  much  to  mold  opinion  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  taking  a  A’trong  stand  against  postal  > 
deficits,  even  though  these  deficits  are 
probably  a  considerable  help  to  them 
financially. 

The  present  Postmaster  General  is 
waging  a  gallant  fight  to  take  his  De-. 
partment  out  of  the  red  and  it  is  hearten¬ 
ing  to  see  him  get  the  help  of  the  Scripps- 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1954 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes;  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  the  managers  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection.  % 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  April  13, 
1954.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  The  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  there  is  some  concern 
among  the  highway  officials  of  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  about  this  bill  as  it  comes 
back  to  us  since  the  Senate  has  worked 
its  will  on  it.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
will  make  a  statement  for  the  record  so 
far  as  the  seeming  objections  to  the  bill 
are  concerned. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Will  the  gentleman 
state  what  the  real  objection  is? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  with  the  gentleman 


April  lJf 

frpm  Ohio  TMi’.  McGregor!  and  I  believe 
he  knows  just  what  the  situation  is. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  to  answer  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  may  say  to  our 
distinguished  friend  from  Wisconsin 
that  the  conferees  took  into  considera¬ 
tion  his  statement  and  we  are  in  accord 
with  the  views  expressed  by  his  highway 
commissioners.  We  feel  we  have  the 
subject  covered  on  page  12  of  the  report 
in  the  following  language:  “to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
unless  he  shall  affirmatively  find  that 
under  the  circumstances  relating  to  a 
given  project,  some  other  method  is  in 
the  public  interest.” 

I  am  sure  that  procedure  will  take 
care  of  the  problem  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  has. 

I  think  it  might  be  in  order  to  men¬ 
tion  that  other  States  have  similar  prob¬ 
lems,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  working  out 
the  mechanics  with  the  7  or  8  States 
that  do  have  similar  problems. 

It  might  be  considered  an  escape 
clause.  I  may  say  that  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Davis]  and  other 
Members  from  Wisconsin  called  me 
about  it  this  morning. 

Does  that  answer  the  gentleman’s 
question? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Yes;  I  am 
glad  to  have  that  statement  for  the 
record. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  wish  to 
address  myself  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  if  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
\viH  permit. 

The  question  that  occurs  to  me  about 
this  is  that  almost  as  much  work  is  done 
on  the  highways  of  Wisconsin  by  the 
counties  on  what  is  known  as  force  ac¬ 
count  as  is  done  by  the  States;  in  other 
words,  the  employees  of  the  county  do 
the  work  and  it  is  not  actually  let  out  by 
contract  bidders  of  any  kind.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  language  of  the  statement 
on  the  part  of  the  managers  is  directed 
toward  the  matter  of  collusive  bidding; 
in  other  words,  all  these  contracts  must 
be  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  prevent  collusive 
bidding.  It  seems  to  me  this  ought  not 
to  be  applicable  to  cases  where  the  work 
is  done  by  county  employees  artd  they 
are  paid  by  the  county.  I  am  asking 
whether  that  is  definitely  tied  up  to  this 
force  account  work,  whether  it  is  ap¬ 
plicable  to  it.  I 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Knowing  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  record  I  know  he  would  not 
countenance  irregularities  in  any  way, 
shape,  or  form.  We  left  the  collusion 
clause  in  here  to  take  care  of  contracts 
and  to  keep  the  situation  from  not  being 
in  contradiction  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act. 

I  think  the  gentleman’s  problem  is 
taken  care  of  in  the  so-called  definition 
of  farm-to-market  roads.  I  think  the 
matter  can  be  handled  in  generalities. 

In  the  matter  of  plans,  specifications, 
and  operations  as  far  as  Wisconsin  is 
concerned,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  the  Wisconsin  highway  director 
would  not  have  to  go  to  the  Federal 
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Roads  Administrator  and  get  specific 
authority  for  specific  work;  in  other 
words  he  can  get  an  overall  agreement 
as  to  a  force  account  system  as  far  as 
the  secondary  and  other  roads  he  has 
mentioned  are  concerned. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  That  is  if 
there  is  to  be  no  contract  awarded  at 
all  it  would  be  a  case  where  they  paid 
the  county  employees  out  of  their  own 
money  and  there  would  not  be  any  prob¬ 
lem  requiring  action  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  did  not  mean  to  leave  that 
impression.  Your  highway  director  of 
Wisconsin  can  get  a  general  overall 
agreement  with  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  rather  than  being  forced 
into  specific  contracts  for  each  particu¬ 
lar  project.  We  do  not  want  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  collusion  part  of  this  law 
where  we  are  making  it  a  Federal  of¬ 
fense  when  anyone  is  found  guilty  of 
collusion  in  any  manner,  shape,  or  form. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  It  still  goes 
an  extra  step  not  now  required.  There 
would  have  to  be  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  in  the  form  of  an  affi¬ 
davit  that  there  was  no  collusive  bidding. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  have  asked  for 
a  penalty  clause  in  reference  to  collu¬ 
sion.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  is  in 
accord  with  that.  We  did  have  to  leave 
a  little  leeway  for  instances  such  as  the 
gentleman  has  suggested  applicable  to 
Wisconsin.  For  that  l-eason  we  said 
“knowingly” ;  then  we  have  given  the 
opportunity  by  the  escape  clause  to  get 
permission  for  the  State  of  Wisconsin  . 
to  use  these  funds  as  it  has  been  using 
them  in  the  past  and  will  not  come  under 
the  contract  bidding.  We  have  a  simi¬ 
lar  situation,  if  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  relative  to  ovei'head  crossings, 
and  so  forth,  where  the  work  is  gener¬ 
ally  done  by  the  railroad  companies 
themselves.  There  are  exemptions  made 
for  competitive  bidding.  I  think  the 
same  is  applicable  to  the  State  of  Wis¬ 
consin. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  On  the 
basis  of  the  gentleman’s  statement  that 
personally  he  is  familiar  with  the  method 
that  is  followed  in  Wisconsin,  and  he 
feels  this  is  reasonably  taken  care  of, 
I  accept. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  it  is  taken 
care  of,  as  I  told  the  gentleman  over  the 
phone  this  morning.  I  said  we  wei'e  tak¬ 
ing  care  of  the  situation  that  exists  in 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  took  up 
the  gentleman’s  time  here  on  the  floor 
only  because  since  talking  to  him  on  the 
phone  I  have  had  a  chance  to  read  the 
actual  language  of  the  report. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisponsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  to  enter  into  the  Record 
the  following  telegrams  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  county  highway  commission¬ 
ers  in  my  district  relative  to  S.  3184: 

Re  bill  S.  3184,  please  eliminate  the  clauses 
which  would  prohibit  county  forces  from  do¬ 
ing  Federal  aid  secondary  highway  work. 
We  respectfully  ask  that  you  give  this  your 
attention. 

Pierce  County  Highway  Committee, 

L.  J.  Kay. 

A.  C.  Bjornson. 

Willard  Collett. 


Pepin  County  Highway  Committee  defi¬ 
nitely  objects  to  language  in  section  17  of 
bill  S.  3184.  Prefer  language  in  section  1.10 
A  in  McGregor  bill. 

Elwood  Myers, 

Pepin  County  Highway  Commissioner. 

A.  C.  Throne, 

Chairman  of  Highioay  Committee. 

Ralph  Blair, 

Secretary,  Highway  Committee. 

Ed  Bowman, 

Highway  Committee. 

We  object  to  the  language  contained  in 
section  17  of  bill  S.  3184  and  prefer  the 
language  contained  in  the  McGregor  bill 
which  continues  in  effect  the  present  Fed¬ 
eral  requirements  as  set  forth  in  section 
1.10  A. 

Earl  Skagen, 

St.  Croix  County  Highway  Commissioner. 

Carl  Thompson. 

I  also  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  A.  J. 
Thelen,  executive  secretary  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  County  Boards  Association,  ad¬ 
vising  me  that — 

The  counties  of  Wisconsin  are  vitally  in¬ 
terested  in  section  17  of  the  Senate  version 
and  feel  that  the  adoption  of  the  Senate 
version  will  greatly  handicap  the  use  of 
Federal  aid  secondary  funds  in  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Thelen’s  letter  went  on  to  urge 
that  the  conference  report  retain  the 
present  Federal  requirements  on  the  use 
of  Federal  aid  secondary  moneys  which 
was  what  the  original  McGregor  bill  did. 

Having  this  expression  of  views  from 
the  authorities  of  the  State  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  I  relayed  this  information  to  Con¬ 
gressman  McGregor  by  phone  and  letter 
on  Saturday,  April  10. 

On  April  12,  I  received  the  following 
answer  from  Congressman  McGregor: 
Hon.  Lester  Johnson, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  I  am  today 
in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  10,  relative 
to  S.  3184. 

I  think  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  sug¬ 
gestion  made  in  the  telegram. 

Kindest  regards, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

Member  of  Congress. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  whether  or  not  this 
conference  report  includes  the  so-called 
Bush  amendment,  which  would  enable 
the  State  of  Connecticut  to  save  about 
$17  million  which  has  been  expended 
for  four  sections  of  a  contemplated  ex¬ 
pressway  going  through  the  State  of 
Connecticut? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  report  does  in¬ 
clude  that  provision,  agreed  to  by  both 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Cou- 

DERT]. 

(Mr.  COUDERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COUDERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
reluctantly  to  express  my  hesitation  to 
support  this  conference  report.  I  do  not 
suppose  anybody  uses  the  roads  more 


than  I  do  or  is  any  more  anxious  than 
I  am  that  we  spend  all  the  money  nec¬ 
essary  to  give  us  the  greatest  road  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  world  to  provide  an  outlet  for 
the  millions  of  cars  rolling  off  the  assem¬ 
bly  lines  in  Detroit  and  elsewhere. 

The  fact  is,  the  truly  significant  fact 
right  now  is,  that  we  are  about  to  in- 
ci’ease  the  spending  authorization  for 
roads  to  the  tune  of  $300  million  per 
year. 

When  we  came  down  hex-e  in  January 
we  were  met  by  a  Presidential  budget 
message  indicating  that  at  best  we  would 
be  confronted  in  the  next  fiscal  year 
with  a  deficit  of  $3  billion.  Since  then 
we  have  passed  two  tax  bills  that  will 
reduce  the  income  of  the  Government 
over  a  billion  dollars,  so  we  are  cex-tain 
of  at  least  a  deficit  of  $4  billion,  if  not 
twice  as  much. 

We  are  confronted  with  a  bill  that  for 
an  unlimited  number  of  years  will  in¬ 
crease  from  $575  million  to  $875  million 
the  amount  to  be  spent  on  roads  by  the 
Federal  Treasury  without  any  provision 
for  the  additional  money.  Of  course,  it 
is  a  necessary  amount,  you  will  say,  but 
so  are  many  other  things  that  we  do  in 
this  House  necessary  things.  This  il¬ 
lustrates  the  difficulty  under  which  we 
operate  and  the  vice  of  our  system  of 
appropriating  and  taxing.  There  is  no 
tie-in  between  taxing  and  spending.  We 
pass  these  bills,  we  pass  these  appro¬ 
priations,  and  there  is  no  tie-in  with  the 
taxation  receipts.  So,  we  go  fi-om  defi¬ 
cit  to  deficit  and  from  bigger  deficits  to 
bigger  deficits. 

I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  before  we 
pass  any  more  bills  of  this  sort  increas¬ 
ing  the  long-range  obligations  of  the 
United  States  Treasury,  that  we  give 
serious  thought  to  taking  constructive 
action  to  compel  a  balanced  budget  based 
upon  the  receipts  of  the  Treasury  from 
taxes,  so  that  when  we  spend  we  will 
know  that  the  funds  are  in  hand;  when 
we  spend  we  will  know  that  we  are  not 
contributing  to  inflation.  I  say  that  this, 
standing  alone,  is  an  inflationary  meas- 
ui-e.  We  should  go  very  slowly  about 
it,  and  in  my  best  judgment  we  ought 
to  postpone  this  kind  of  an  increase  and 
every  other  kind  of  an  increase  until  we 
find  some  way  of  balancing  this  budget 
by  making  necessary  reductions  some¬ 
where  under  some  mandatory  limitation 
such  as  provided  in  my  House  bill  2  and 
House  Joint  Resolution  20. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COUDERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS  of  North  Carolina.  I 
asked  the  gentleman  to  yield  in  order 
to  associate  myself  with  his  remarks.  I 
am  with  him  100  percent,  sir. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  I  am  delighted  that 
the  gentleman  is  in  my  corner. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Hagen]. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  Minnesota.  Am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  assuming  that  the  House  pro¬ 
vision  for  $250,000,  for  planning  the 
great  Mississippi  River  highway  program 
from  northern  Minnesota  to  the  gulf, 
is  a  part  of  this  conference  report  and 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate? 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  will  be  very 
happy  to  answer  the  gentleman.  The 
House  receded  and  concurred  in  the 
Senate  amendment  in  that  particular 
program,  and  it  is  part  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  Minnesota.  And  what 
is  the  amount  provided  for  the  planning 
of  the  Mississippi  River  highway? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  same  as  it  was 
when  it  passed  the  House,  $250,000. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  Minnesota.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
LMr.  Hale]. 

Mr.  HALE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asked  for 
this  time  to  inquire  what  disposition  the 
conferees  had  made  of  the  so-called 
linkage  provision  of  the  bill  which 
was  objected  to  by  many  Members  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  would  like  to  have 
the  privilege  of  answering  that.  Since 
the  bill  passed  the  House,  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  this  House  has 
extended  the  one-half  cent  gasoline  tax 
which  makes  the  linkage  provision  no 
longer  necessary.  The  House  conferees, 
in  recognition,  then. deleted  the  linkage 
provision,  because  the  House  did  extend 
the  gasoline  tax  until  1955. 

Mr.  HALE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  LMr. 
Johnson]. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  and  include  a  letter  I 
received  from  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  McGregor],  at  the  point  where  he 
was  interrogated  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Davis]. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  want  to 
acknowledge  the  gentleman’s  inquiry 
the  same  as  the  other  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  with  reference  to  this  sub¬ 
ject  matter. 

(Mr.  DEMPSEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Fallon)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
indeed  difficult  for  me  to  understand  why 
this  honorable  body  should  agree  to  the 
adoption  of  a  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
8127,  the  Federal-aid  highway  bill,  which 
reduces  by  more  than  $100  million  the 
money  to  be  made  available  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  next  biennuim  for  im¬ 
provement  and  development  of  the  Na¬ 
tion's  roads.  I  am  sure  it  will  be  equally 
difficult  for  the  millions  of  highway 
users  to  understand.  In  my  opinion  the 
Senate  has  taken  a  much  more  realistic 
view  of  the  Nation’s  serious  highway 
problem  in  authorizing  $1,020,000,000 
annually  in  matching  funds  for  the 
States  in  fiscal  years  1956-57.  As  a 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
I  sought  to  have  the  funds  authorized 


in  the  House  bill  increased  beyond  $875 
million.  I  submitted  an  amendment  to 
the  House  bill  which  would  have  pro¬ 
vided  substantially  the  amount  which 
the  Senate  authorized. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  Senate  acted 
in  accordance  with  the  highway  develop¬ 
ment  policy  of  the  President.  In  his 
state-of-the-Union  address  and  again  in 
his  speech  before  the  National  Safety 
Council  conference  the  President  was 
emphatic  in  stating  that  the  Nation’s 
highways  must  be  improved  as  much  and 
as  soon  as  possible.  He  pointed  to  the 
enormous  toll  of  lives  that  the  highways 
are  taking  each  year,  which  reached  the 
alarming  total  of  38,300  in  1953. 

To  that  can  be  added  the  $3  billion 
in  loss  and  damage  caused  by  traffic 
accidents  last  year.  We  also  must  charge 
the  greater  proportion  of  the  200-percent 
increase  in  automobile  insurance  cost  in 
the  last  5  years  to  the  deplorable  high¬ 
way  situation. 

Survey  after  survey  made  by  the  vari¬ 
ous  State  highway  departments  and  by 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  have  pro¬ 
vided  us  with  undeniable  evidence  .that 
our  highways  are  from  15  to  20  years  be¬ 
hind  the  rest  of  our  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  They  are,  without  question,  the 
greatest  bottleneck  today  in  our  march 
of  progress.  They  are  a  constant  threat 
to  our  defense  effort  and  the  successful 
evacuation  of  our  population  in  the  cities 
in  event  of  an  emergency. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
recognizes  this.  Our  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  recognizes  it.  The  people  of  our 
Nation  are  fully  aware  of  it  and  are 
deeply  concerned  because  of  the  failure 
of  Congress,  over  a  period  of  many  years, 
to  do  something  about  it.  Apparently 
the  House  conferees  do  not  agree  with 
the  President  or  share  the  people’s  con¬ 
cern. 

For  the  first  time  since  Federal  aid  to 
highways  became  one  of  our  established 
policies  through  congressional  action 
there  has  been  general  agreement  that 
the  funds  derived  from  the  Federal  tax 
on  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  should  be 
utilized  for  highway  development. 
While  this  is  not  specifically  spelled  out 
in  the  law  and  is  not  a  legal  obligation 
it  certainly  has  become  a  moral  obliga¬ 
tion  that  we  must  recognize.  The  in¬ 
come  from  those  excises  which  we  have 
continued  at  the  higher  rate  is  estimated 
to  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion  a  year.  In 
addition  there  is  excise-tax  income  in 
excess  of  another  $1  billion  a  year  de¬ 
rived  from  the  automobile  and  associ¬ 
ated  industries,  which  the  users  event¬ 
ually  pay.  This  makes  a  total  of  more 
than  $2  billion  derived  from  highway 
use.  Most  certainly  the  return  of  one- 
half  of  that  money  to  highway  develop¬ 
ment  is  justified. 

This  bill  does  not  become  effective  un¬ 
til  July  1,  1955.  The  provision  which 
would  have  given  the  President  authority 
to  advance  its  effective  date  if  circum¬ 
stances  should  justify  such  action  has 
been  eliminated.  This  means  that  there 
will  be  $500  million  in  gasoline  tax  col¬ 
lected  in  excess  of  the  present  Federal- 
aid  highway  authorization  between  now 
and  that  date.  It  also  means  that  the 
development  of  our  highways  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  retarded  for  another  year. 


April  lJp 

Unless  we  take  some  action  during  this 
session  to  provide  additional  funds  for 
the  1955  fiscal  year  there  will  be  in¬ 
creased  deterioration  of  our  highway 
system  that  will  offset  in  a  great  degree 
the  additional  funds  we  are  providing  for 
fiscal  years  1956-57.  The  massacre  on 
our  highways  will  continue  unabated. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  conference 
report  eliminates  a  total  in  excess  of 
$100  million  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Senate  bill  it  would  be  entirely  consist¬ 
ent  and  in  the  public  interest  for  us  to 
enact  legislation  making  immediately 
available  additional  funds  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  which  is  also  our  defense  highway 
network.  Both  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  and  I 
have  bills  in  that  committee  authoriz¬ 
ing  additional  funds  for  the  interstate 
highways.  I  am  confident  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  would  approve  such  legislation.  It 
not  only  will  expedite  the  highway-de¬ 
velopment  program  about  which  we 
have  been  so  remiss  but  it  would  pro¬ 
vide  employment  for  many  workers  at 
a  time  when  those  jobs  would  be  most 
beneficial  to  the  Nation’s  economy.  A 
Congress  which  has  been  more  than 
generous  in  appropriating  billions  for 
assistance  to  the  people  of  other  nations 
most  certainly  can  be  considered  incon¬ 
sistent  if  it  fails  to  recognize  its  obliga¬ 
tion  to  our  own  citizens.  We  are  not 
recognizing  that  obligation  when  we  re¬ 
fuse  to  make  funds  available  that  are 
necessary  to  the  proper  development  of 
our  Nation’s  roads. 

The  time  for  words  is  passed.  They 
do  not  build  roads.  Only  money  can  do 
that.  The  longer  we  delay  in  providing 
adequate  funds  the  more  money  it  will 
cost.  We  should  act  now  to  make  those 
funds  available. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Coudert)  there 
were — ayes  134,  noes  9. 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


CORRECTION  IN  ENROLLMENT  OF 
H.  R.  8127 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  House  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  225)  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring),  That  in  the  en¬ 
rollment  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  make  the  following  correction: 

In  section  13  of  the  bill  strike  out  "The 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "The  Secretary  of  Commerce.’’ 


1051, 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Dondero]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

PAN-AMERICAN  DAY 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  res- 
olutio&providing  that  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  designate  Wednesday,  April 
14,  1954,  as  a  day  in  celebration  of  Pan- 
American  D^y,  on  which  day  remarks 
appropriate  tfi  such  occasion  may  occur, 
the  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Jackson]. 

Mr.  JACKSON.'  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent'-for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  House  Resolution  511. 

The  Clerk  real  the.  resolution,  as 
follows:  X  i 

Whereas  April  14,  1954,  will'inark  the  64th 
anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the  Pan- 
American  Union,  now  the  Secretariat  of  the 
Organization  of  American  States:  ‘and 

Whereas  the  legislatures  of  the  2  f  Ameri¬ 
can  Republics  have  traditionally  observed 
April  14  as  Pan-American  Day;  and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives,  ever 
since  the  founding  of  the  Pan-American 
Union,  has  encouraged  the  development  of 
inter-American  cooperation  and  friendship 
in  recognition  of  common  interests  and  aspi¬ 
rations  of  the  peoples  of  this  hemisphere; 
and 

Whereas  inter-American  cooperation,  un¬ 
derstanding,  and  friendship  are  essential  for 
the  maintenance  of  independence,  peace,  and 
security  of  all  our  peoples;  and 

Whereas  at  the  10th  Inter-American  Con¬ 
ference  held  at  Caracas  in  March  1954,  the 
American  Republics  reaffirmed  their  inten¬ 
tion  to  strengthen  all  forms  of  mutual  coop¬ 
eration  and  adopted  a  declaration  of  solidar¬ 
ity  for  the  preservation  of  the  political  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  American  States  against  interna¬ 
tional  Communist  intervention:  Therefore 
be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  extend  to  the  representative  bodies  of 
each  of  the  American  Republics  on  the  occa¬ 
sion  of  Pan-American  Day  its  cordial  greet¬ 
ings  and  its  profound  desire  to  continue  its 
efforts  toward  inter-American  cooperation 
and  solidarity  in  th  mutual  interests  of  the 
21  American  Republics. 

Copies  of  the  present  resolution  shall  b 
distributed  through  appropriate  channels Jto 
the  legislatures  of  the  other  American  Re¬ 
publics  and  to  the  Secretary  General  qf  the 
Organization  of  American  States. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  Speaker  inter- 
American  friendship,  and  tHe  inter- 
American  system  which  j#  has  en¬ 
gendered,  are  constant  factors  in  the 
development  and  the  security  of  our  own 
country  and  of  the  neighbor  nations.  It 
is  no  once-a-year  phqrtomenon,  waking 
every  April  14  only  J;o  go  to  sleep  until 
the  same  date  in  t£fe  following  year.  It 
is  not  a  recurrent  Appearance,  but  a  con¬ 


ization,  which  devotes  its  full  energies  to 
the  furtherance  of  those  interests. 

The  Inter-American  Conference, 
meeting  every  5  years  in  successive  capi¬ 
tals,  is  the  highest  body  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  American  States.  There  we  take 
counsel  together  on  our  mutual  prob¬ 
lems.  The  Tenth  Inter- American  Con¬ 
ference,  held  last  month  at  Caracas, 
Venezuela,  reaffirmed  our  faith  in  free¬ 
dom,  our  solidarity  as  free  peoples,  and 
our  determination  in  that  faith  and  that 
solidarity  to  withstand  any  intervention 
by  international  communism.  It  re¬ 
affirmed  also  the  integrity  of  the  pur¬ 
poses,  and  the  cordiality  of  the  mutual 
bond  of  friendship  uniting  the  American 
peoples. 

Pan-American  Day  is  an  expression  of 
Hemisphere  good  will.  More  important 
even  than  its  official  recognition  as  such 
by  our  21  governments  is  its  wide  observ¬ 
ance  in  spontaneous  and  various  ways 
by  our  21  peoples.  School  children; 
labor  groups;  women’s  clubs;  religious, 
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private  enterprise  and  official  agencv 
The  thousands  of  students  who  come 
from  Latin  America  to  study  in  oui'  own 
colleges  and  universities;  the  professors 
from  our  schools  who  go  to  teach  in 
theirs  and  the  professors  wlho  come 
from  them  to  us;  the  manifold  inter¬ 
changes  of  information,  skills,  and  tech¬ 
niques  for  mutual  benefit:  these  con¬ 
tribute  in  large  degree.  And  so  does 
each  individual  citizen  contribute  who 
makes  a  Pan-American  Day  resolution  to 
become  better  acquainted  with  our 
neighbors  in  this  hemisphere. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman-  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  to¬ 
day  in  r  this  prevailing  atmosphere  of 
cordiality  and  good  will  we  are  hearing 
many  aspects  of  inter-American  rela¬ 
tions  evaluated.  It  is  not  a  new  at¬ 
mosphere  for  us  Ohioans.  Ohio  for  a 
16ng  time  past  has  been  active  in  con- 
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which  the  American 
iemorate,  and  for  which 


they  give  thinks  on  Pan-American  Day 
each  year. 

The  ba^fs  of  inter-American  coopera¬ 
tion  is  the  mutual  belief  of  the  nations 
of  this.hemisphere  that  they  share  com¬ 
mon  .fundamental  interests  unique  to 
this 'hemisphere.  The  Organization  of 
American  States,  made  up  of  our  21 
Republics,  is  therefore  a  regional  organ¬ 


tions;  all  of  these  and  many  others,  ory 
this  day  every  year,  in  steadily  increas¬ 
ing  numbers,  hold  inter-American  pro¬ 
grams,  and  thus  add  to  the  spirit  of  good 
will  throughout  the  Americas. 

The  United  States  has  the  profid  pri¬ 
vacy  of  being  first  of  the  American  Re¬ 
publics  to  become  independent,  and  we 
can  be  deeply,  justly  proud  of  the  fact 
that  'the  sister  Republics  of  this  hemi¬ 
sphere,  as  they  attained  their  own  in¬ 
dependence  one  after  another,  patterned 
their  national  constitutions  on  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States. 

These  fundamental  and  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  common  factors  have  brought  about 
a  solidarity,  rare  indeed  in  international 
relationships.  Which  has  manifested  it¬ 
self  in  this  Hemisphere  for  well  over  a 
century.  Wfcer- American  solidarity  is  in 
fact  an  accepted  policy  of  the  American 
nations,  "but  it  has  never  been  a  narrow 
partisah  policy,  neither  in  our  own  coun¬ 
try  jior  in  the  neighboring  Republics. 
It  something  in  which  our  peoples  be¬ 
lieve,  and  because  this  is  true—*-and  is 
J&  continuing  truth — to  which  our  . Gov¬ 
ernments  respond.  In  the  history  of  the 
hemisphere,  there  have  been  interrup¬ 
tions  in  good  relations  from  time  to  time, 
brought  about  by  errors  of  judgment,  or' 
errors  of  misunderstanding  on  one  part 
or  the  other.  But  my  point  is  that  these 
have  been  the  temporary,  the  passing, 
aspects  of  a  relationship,  long  estab¬ 
lished,  thriving,  and  basically  sound. 
For  let  us  never  forget  that  what  the 
American  Republics  cherish  in  common 
is  basic:  all  our  peoples  believe  in  the 
dignity  and  sanctity  of  the  individual 
and  in  the  responsibility  of  the  state; 
all  believe  in  freedom,  and  know  that 
freedom  is  soundest  and  strongest — is 
most  truly  free — when  it  is  freedom 
under  law. 

Our  peoples  believe,  too,  in  the  vitality 
of  good  will.  They  realize  that  friend¬ 
ship  is  a  tremendous  asset  between  na¬ 
tions  as  it  is  between  individuals.  On 
Pan-American  Day  it  is  heartening  to 
recall  the  innumerable  interchanges 
with  sister  Republics  of  this  hemisphere 
which  uphold  and  develop  further  un¬ 
derstanding  and  friendship  through  both 


standing  among  the  American  Repub¬ 
lics.  We  have  encouraged  the  exchange 
of  students  and  other  cultural  inter¬ 
changes  as  carried  on  both  officially  and 
through  private  enterprise.  We  have 
welcomed  exhibits  showing  the  artistic 
and  technical  progress  of  the  other 
American  Republics,  and  have  recipro¬ 
cated  by  helping  acquaint  them  with  the 
achievements  of  our  own  State  and  Na¬ 
tion.  We  have  encouraged  language¬ 
teaching  in  our  schools.  I  can  claim  for 
Ohio  an  advanced  post  in  the  friendly 
campaign  to  increase  hemisphere  soli¬ 
darity. 

I,  myself,  as  chairman  of  the  Roads 
Committee,  have  had  the  privilege  of 
working  for  a  literal  and  very  practical 
means  of  bringing  the  American  peoples 
closer  together — the  Inter-American 
Highway  and  the  Rama  Road. 

However,  on  this  Pan-American  Day 
I  wish  particularly  to  call  attention  to 
one  common  interest  of  ours  and  our 
Latin  American  neighbors,  the  import¬ 
ance  of  which  we  may  not  appreciate 
as  much  as  we  should.  I  am  referring  to 
what  we  have  long  and  wisely  regarded 
as  our  national  game,  baseball.  In  a 
book  published  last  month,  God’s  Coun¬ 
try  and  Mine,  Prof.  Jacques  Barzum,  of 
Columbia  University,  a  naturalized  cit¬ 
izen  of  this  country  born  in  France, 
points  out  that  baseball  is  a  real  demon¬ 
stration  of  some  of  the  American  virtues. 
In  it,  hfe^says,  we  have  “accuracy  and 
speed,  thSypracticed  eye  and  hefty  arm, 
the  mind  to.  take  in  and  readjust  to  the 
unexpected,  the  possession  of  more  than 
one  talent,  ana.  the  willingness  to  work 
in  harness  without  special  orders.” 
Those  are  virtues  tjiat  not  only  win  ball 
games  but  win  respe&t  and  cooperation  in 
national  and  international  affairs  as 
well.  Our  friends  ancF-^eighbors  in  the 
other  American  Republic,  like  us,  are 
learning  to  esteem  these  Characteristics 
on  the  baseball  diamond  a&.well  as  at 
the  international  conference  table;  and, 
also  like  us,  they  are  discovering  that 
the  virtues  practiced  in  the  field  of 
sports  are  no  less  praiseworthy  arid  re¬ 
liable  at  international  sessions. 
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Latin-American  interest  in  baseball  is 
lively  and  always  on  the  increase.  Prac¬ 
tically  the  whole  of  our  own  vocabulary 
for  the  game  has  been  taken  over  en¬ 
thusiastically  in  the  other  American  Re¬ 
publics;  with  the  pronunciation  left  ap¬ 
proximately  the  same,  and  only  the 
spelling  undergoing  a  sea-change.  The 
word  “baseball”  itself,  for  instance, 
sounds  pretty  much  the  same  in  Spanish, 
but  it  is  spelled  “beisbol”;  and  “home 
run”  while  pronounced  “hone  ron”— 
which  is  understandable — comes  out  in 
print  as  “jonron.”  However,  as  every 
lover  of  our  national  game  knows,  these 
are  incidental  consideration8-  The 
really  important  point  is  this:  Does  the 
Latin  American  fan  shout  as  wildly,  leap 
as  high,  suffer  as  agonizingly  and  .exult 
as  blissfully  when  his  favorite  goes  to 
bat  as  our  own  fans  do?  The  answer  is 
“Yes.”  He  does  indeed.  And  he  ex¬ 
presses  all  this  in  his  own  dramatically-, 
intense  language.  Gentlemen,  he  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  a  brother. 

A  mutual  interest  so  genuinely  shared 
is  always  a  means  toward  friendship  and 
understanding.  I  have  learned  that 
United  States  businessmen  resident  in 
Latin  America  have  helped  our  good  re¬ 
lations  by  their  recognition  of  this  fact. 
For  instance,  such  a  group  at  Caracas, 
Venezuela,  has  sent  two  outstanding 
Venezuelan  amateur  ballplayers  to  the 
United  States  to  see  several  big  league 
games.  American  baseball  clubs  cooper¬ 
ated  in  making  their  visit  to  New  York, 
Washington,  and  Florida  a  memorable 
success  which — according  to  our  Em¬ 
bassy  at  Caracas — received  more  favor¬ 
able  publicity  in  the  Venezuelan  press 
than  any  other  United  States-Venezue- 
lan  news  story  of  the  year.  From  time 
to  time  our  big  league  players  have  also 
helped  good  relations  by  presenting  to 
some  Latin  American  amateur  clubs  such 
equipment  as  bats,  balls,  and  mitts  au¬ 
tographed  by  famous  United  States  base¬ 
ball  players,  and  treasured  as  relics  of 
lasting  value. 

Baseball  was  an  important  feature  of 
the  seventh  Central  American  and  Car¬ 
ibbean  Games  held  last  month  in  Mex¬ 
ico,  with  1,400  athletes  from  13  countries 
participating  in  the  new  $3  million  track 
and  field  stadium. 

A  number  of  good  ballplayers  from 
Latin  America — Cuba,  Venezuela,  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  other  countries — are  giving  a 
fine  account  of  themselves  on  some  of 
our  own  major  teams.  The  Inter-Ameri¬ 
can  Federation  of  Amateur  Baseball  is 
also  contributing  to  the  ever7lncreasing 
popularity  of  the  game  in  qfcher  Ameri¬ 
can  republics.  In  some  countries,  it  is 
reported  that  eager  fans  ^Eke  their  lunch 
to  the  baseball  parks  in  the  morning  and 
sit  through  3  or  4  games  a  day.  Winter 
leagues  in  several  of  tne  southern  repub¬ 
lics  also  keep  public  interest  at  high 
pitch.  Every  dav/we  may  be  sure  that 
home  runs  are  knocked  out  of  the  park 
or  into  the  bleachers  in  some  dozen 
neighboring  republics.  So  far  it  is  true, 
this  great  popularity  of  baseball  is  found 
mostly  in  Mexico,  Central  America,  and 
the  Caribbean  region  in  general.  Hap¬ 
pily,  it  is  spreading  southward.  Let  us 
hope  on  some  not  far-off  Pan-American 


Day  that  we  may  announce  that  baseball 
extends  from  Arctic  to  Antarctic. 

One  of  the  best  proofs  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  importance  of  baseball  is  the  So¬ 
viet  claim  of  having  invented  it.  You 
may  recall  that  the- Moscow  radio  not  so 
long  ago  broadcast  to  an  astonished 
world  the  news  that  baseball  was  just 
another  Russian  invention.  I  doubt 
whether  anybody  in  Latin  America  be¬ 
lieved  them.  The  fact  is,  I  think,  that 
we  are  in  on  the  ground  floor  as  regards 
baseball  in  Latin  America.  Our  good 
friends  in  the  other  republics  know  that 
baseball  comes  from  us,  and  that  it  comes 
with  a  warm  fellow  feeling  of  goodwill. 
I  am  glad  to  take  the  opportunity  of  Pan- 
American  Day  to  express  my  own  convic¬ 
tion  that  the  moi’e  we  cheer  together 
from  the  bleachers,  the  better  and  the 
happier  will  be  our  relationship  at  the 
conference  table. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  truth 
comes  home  to  us  every  Pan-American 
Day  when  we  fix  our  special  attention 
on  the  cordial  relationship  among  the 
peoples  of  this  hemisphere.  And  that 
is  the  inevitability  of  inter-American  co¬ 
operation.  Thefe  is  no  substitute  for 
that  cooperation.\and  there  is  no  altern¬ 
ative.  The  Republics  of  this  hemisphere 
are  free  and  interdependent,  and  each 
quality  is  strengthened  by  the  other. 

The  Organization  of.American  States, 
in  which  our  21  nations  are  equal  part¬ 
ners,  has  been  the  natural  consequence 
of  the  historical  progression  of  inter- 
American  relations.  It  derives  in  the 
first  instance  from  the  dream  of  the 
Liberator,  Simon  Bolivar;  but  it  owes  in 
great  degree  its  actual  realization. to  the 
farsighted  policy  of  one  of  our  own'great 
Secretaries  of  State,  James  G.  Blaine, 
and  its,  efficient  functioning  to  the  en¬ 
lightened  planning  of  another,  Elihu 
Root. 

The  great  difference  between  our  inter- 
American  system  and  the  international 
organizations  that  preceded  it  in  history, 
ancient  and  modern,  is  that  the  inter- 
American  system  was  created  in  peace, 
founded  in  peace,  and  has  as  its  objec¬ 
tive,  peace.  One  of  its  most  notable 
achievements  has  been  the  development 
of  the  machinery  for  the  peaceful  solu¬ 
tion  of  controversy  between  the  mem¬ 
ber  States. 

While  peace  is  their  ideal,  the  ideal  of 
the  inter-American  system  is  expressed 
as  a  determination  never  to  yield  up 
freedom.  Vigorous  expression  of  this 
ideal  was  given  a  few  weeks  ago  at  the 
10th  Inter- American  Conference.  There, 
in  the  words  of  Secretary  Dulles,  the 
Conference  “made  history  by  adopting 
with  only  one  negative  vote  a  declaration 
that  if  the  international  communism 
movement  came  to  dominate  or  control 
the  political  institutions  of  any  American 
State  that  would  constitute  a  threat  to 
the  sovereignty  and  political  independ¬ 
ence  of  all  the  American  states  and 
would  endanger  the  peace  of  America.” 


In  the  economic  field,  the  Conference 
adopted  a  resolution  designed  to  encour¬ 
age  private  foreign  investments.  In  the 
field  of  cultural  exchange,  the  Confer¬ 
ence  endorsed  a  declaration  on  cultural 
cooperation  stressing  the  importance  of 
the  eradication  of  illiteracy  in.the  Amer¬ 
icas  ;  and  it  approved  measures  for  facili¬ 
tating  exchange  of  teachers  and  stu¬ 
dents.  The  Conference  emphasized  the 
great  part  already  taken  by  private 
initiative  in  furthering  inter-American 
progress,  and  recommended  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  such  public-spirited  work. 

While  these  are. only  a  few  of  the  high¬ 
lights  of  the  10th  Conference,  it  is  well 
worth  our  whil<£  to  observe  how  consist¬ 
ently,  after  65  years,  inter- American 
meetings  keep  to  the  course  originally 
marked  out  for  our  intrahemisphere  ac¬ 
tivities.  I  should  like  to  close  by  quoting 
the  words  of  James  G.  Blaine,  then  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  in  his  opening  address 
before  the  First  Inter-American  Confer¬ 
ence,  held  at  Washington  in  October 
1889.  Mr.  Blaine  described  that  gather¬ 
ing  and  its  noble  purposes  as  follows: 

An  honorable,  peaceful  conference  of  17 
Independent  American  powers,  in  which  all 
shall  meet  together  on  terms  of  absolute 
equality:  a  conference  in  which  there  can  be 
no  attempt  to  coerce  a  single  delegate  against 
his  own  conception  of  the  interests  of  his 
nation  *  *  *  which  will  seek  nothing,  pur¬ 
pose  nothing,  endure  nothing  that  is  not  in 
the  general  sense  of  all  the  delegates  timely, 
wise,  and  peaceful. 

I  thank  the  gentle- 


Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
I  yield  to  the  gentle- 


Mr.  JACKSON, 
man. 

Mr.  RABAUT. 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON, 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  one 
who  previous  to  World  War  II  went  to 
South  America  for  the  purpose  of  bring¬ 
ing  forcibly  to  the  attention  of  our  neigh¬ 
bors  to  the  south  our  intention  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  security  of  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  and  of  solidfying  all  the  countries 
on  these  continents;  and  who  met  inti¬ 
mately  with  the  presidents  and  leaders  of 
every  nation  and  on  the  floor  of  their 
chambers  addressed  seven  of  their  con¬ 
gresses,  I  want  to  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man.  for  his  devotion  to  the  friendly 
unioh.of  the  people  of  North  and  South 
America  and  for  bringing  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  this  resolution  recognizing  Pan 
American- pay. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MERRdW-  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yielcf? 

Mr.  JACKSONS,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Harkpshire. 

Mr.  MERROW.  Mi;.  Speaker,  today  is 
Pan-American  Day.  ni  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  through  the  press  and 
radio  media,  by  appropriate  ceremonies 
before  the  statues  of  Bollyar,  Artigas, 
San  Martin,  and  the  otheX  liberators, 
and  by  observances  in  our  educational 
institutions,  the  importance  'a.nd  the 
significance  of  the  pan-American^deal  is 
honored.  All  this  is  to  the  good.  But  it 
is  not  enough.  I  should  like  to  offer  a 
few  remarks  about  the  Inter-Ameriban 
system  and  to  explain  why  mere  ob- 
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agfcun.  I  am  convinced  that  nowhere  else 
do  get  such  large  returns  on  so  small 
an  iifyestment. 

Let  me  mention  a  few  examples.  In 
January  of  this  year,  our  South  Dakota 
newspapers,  carried  many  news  stories 
about  Miss  Maria  Lisboa,  an  exchange 
teacher  from  Brazil.  Miss  Lisboa  is  one 
of  the  many  foreign  teachers  who  have 
come  to  this  country  as  trainees  under 
the  Smith-Mundt  Act,  and  who  carry 
back  to  their  own  pupils  a  firsthand 
knowledge  of  our  country  and  our  way 
of  life. 


She  said: 

My  ideas  of  the  United  States  have  been 
changed  since  arriving  here.  Perhaps  the 
most  delightful  correction  in  my  impres¬ 
sions  is  the  fact  that  you  are  a  religious  peo¬ 
ple.  I  was  surprised,  too,  in  finding  that  you 
take  such  a  keen  interest  in  worthwhile  or¬ 
ganizations  and  clubs,  and  are  ever  striv¬ 
ing  to  benefit  your  fellow  man.  In  Brazil 
and  in  the  United  States  we  all  want  free¬ 
dom,  homes,  and  to  live  in  peace.  This  truth 
I  will  carry  back  to  my  people  and  to  my 
government.  Certainly  I  will  now  be  a  good 
ambassador  for  your  country. 

Certainly  she  will.  And  no  less  cer¬ 
tainly  the  others  who  benefit  from  our 
programs  of  educational  exchange  will 
likewise  be  good  ambassadors.  Our  citi¬ 
zens  whom  we  send  to  Latin  America, 
Latin  Americans  who  come  to  us,  once 
they  are  home  again,  continue  a  two- 
way  embassy  which  is  beneficial  to  us 
both. 

Another  excellent  example  of  this  is 
Hilton  Hanna,  a  young  colored  man,  a 
labor  specialist,  who  visited  a  number  of 
the  neighboring  Republics  last  year  un¬ 
der  sponsorship  of  the  Department  of 
State.  Labor  groups  in  all  the  coun¬ 
tries  visited  showed  the  greatest  eager¬ 
ness  to  learn  more  about  the  labor  move¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States.  He  talked 
with  labor  leaders  and  with  the  rank  and 
file;  he  was  in  his  own  person  an  answer 
to  charges  that  our  Negro  citizens  are 
oppressed  and  browbeaten.  When  Com¬ 
munists  on  various  occasions  made  him 
the  target  of  violent  criticisms  of  our 
country  he  answered  them  straightfor¬ 
wardly  with  the  facts  about  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  and  the  rewards  of  the  working/ 
man  in  the  United  States.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  his  trip  paid  off  in  under¬ 
standing  and  good  will.  Nevertheless,  it 
also  showed  how  much  still  renjains  to 
be  done.  J 

Mr.  Hanna  says: 

I  came  back  convinced  that  We,  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  have'  many  friends 
among  our  neighbors  south  of  the  border. 
In  fact,  the  majority  of  tyl'e  people  are  defi¬ 
nitely  pro-United  States'  of  America.  How¬ 
ever,  those  who  are  atiti-United  States  of 
America  are  working*'  overtime  in  order  to 
poison  the  minds  pi  our  friends  and  win 
them  away  from 

Let  me  cite  Another  instance  of  bene¬ 
fits  which  our  country  derives  from  its 
exchange-of-persons  program.  In  1953 
Chief  Justice  Luis  Antonio  Eguiguren,  of 
Peru,  wfts  our  Government’s  guest  on  a 
visit  which  made  him  acquainted  with 
our  Congress,  our  Supreme  Court,  and 
many  national  leaders  in  and  out  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  invitation  had  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  him  at  the  suggestion  of  emi¬ 


nent  United  States  jurists,  and  he  proved 
to  be  a  deeply  interested  and  receptive 
guest.  When  he  returned  to  Peru  he 
said,  in  a  press  interview  at  Lima : 

The  United  States  is  a  country  which  has 
faced  up  to  its  own  serious  problems  as  well 
as  to  all  the  others  which  it  meets  by  virtue 
of  its  moral  leadership  in  the  world  today. 
*  *  *  Justice  there  remains  young  and  dy¬ 
namic.  *  *  *  The  United  States  has  become 
the  center  of  the  efforts  and  aspirations  for 
the  betterment  of  humanity.  It  is  impossi¬ 
ble  to  convey  an  exact  idea  of  the  labors  of 
the  United  States  in  the  cause  of  peace  and 
justice:  they  are  immense. 

Let  us  never  delude  ourselves  into  be¬ 
lieving  that  we  alone  recognize  the  rich 
dividends  that  are  paid  by  such  ex¬ 
changes  as  these.  We  may  be  certain 
that  not  only  our  friends  but  our  adver¬ 
saries  are  skilled  in  making  use  of  so 
invaluable  an  instrument.  In  this,  as 
in  other  fields,  we  have  the  advantage 
of  priority;  of  having  been  there  first 
with  the  most.  But  if  we  waive  our  ad¬ 
vantage,  if  we  let  our  exchange  program 
dwindle  and  weaken,  we  shall  find  howj 
ably  these  adversaries  will  work  in  order 
to  limit  the  scope  of  freedom  and  cut 
the  ground  from  under  its  feet.  Sup¬ 
pose  we  glance  for  a  moment  at}-  that 
side  of  the  picture.  In  1953  1,000  Latin 
Americans,  many  of  them  young  people 
of  both  sexes,  visited  the  Soviet  bloc  un¬ 
der  auspices  of  international  commun¬ 
ism.  That  was  twice  the  number  of 
such  visits  in  1952;  10  times  the  number 
in  1950.  Obviously,  the  Soviet  cultural 
program  attaches  great  importance  to 
the  exchange  of  persons.  It  is  especially 
concerned  with  the  visits  °*  delegations 
of  leaders  from  Latin  American  trade 
unionists,  youth  groups,  businessmen, 
authors,  artists',  scientists.  When  they 
arrive  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  red  carpet 
is  unrolled.  They  are  shown  the  best — • 
and  only  the  best — of  Soviet  life  and 
cultural  activities.  The  Soviet  program 
also  includes  the  sending  of  Soviet  ar¬ 
tists,  writers,  scientists,  and  athletes  to 
th^'other  American  Republics  in  order, 
as  they  modestly  express  it,  “to  enrich 
the  national  culture  of  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.”  Such  emissaries  to  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  have  included  during  recent  months 
Soviet  athletes  who  participated  in  the 
Pentathlon  games  in  Chile,  trade  union 
representatives  who  visited  Cuba,  Mex¬ 
ico,  Panama,  and  other  American  Re¬ 
publics;  “friendship  delegations”  to 
Brazil;  a  cultural  delegation  of  14  Soviet 
authors,  artists,  and  scientists  to  Ar¬ 
gentina. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  no  overall  sta¬ 
tistics  are  available  on  the  Soviet  pro¬ 
gram  for  exchange  of  persons.  How¬ 
ever,  the  information  obtainable  is 
sufficient  to  prove  the  magnitude  of  the 
program,  and  to  show  that  it  receives 
the  wholehearted  support  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  regime.  We  know  that  that 
regime  is  hardheaded  and  hardfisted, 
and  that  it  is  not  carrying  on  these  ex¬ 
changes  merely  to  make  life  more  agree¬ 
able  and  more  decorative.  Furthermore, 
we  know  that  there  is  no  sign  of  any 
intention  to  reduce  the  scope  of  the 
Soviet  exchange  of  persons  program. 
Quite  the  contrary.  It  is  growing  big¬ 
ger  and  bigger. 


So  there  we  have  it  from  both  angles. 
Our  program  of  cultural  interchange 
with  the  other  American  Republics  is 
vitally  important  because  we  must 
maintain  and  strengthen  the  friendship 
that  is  an  essential  element  of  the  soli¬ 
darity  which  is  our  security,  and  theirs. 
In  such  times  as  these,  frieridship  is  not 
expendable.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
must  intensify  and  enlarge  our  relation¬ 
ships  of  understanding  and  good  will 
with  the  other  American  Republics,  in¬ 
sofar  as  we  can,  in  order  to  counter¬ 
act  the  astute,  the  widespread,  and,  un¬ 
happily,  the  increasingly  productive 
program  of  international  Communist 
propaganda,  so  much  of  which  is  aimed 
with  deadly  intention  straight  at  the 
heart  of  America. 

We  need  not  be  discouraged.  All  we 
need  is  to  keep  our  eyes  open  and  our 
wits  about  us.  One  hundred  and  thirty- 
one  years  ago,  in  1823,  one  of  the  ablest 
and  greatest  of  our  Secretaries  of  State, 
John  Quincy  Adams,  was  well  informed 
about  Latin  American  resistance  to  Rus¬ 
sian  blandishments.  On  July  22  of  that 
year  he  wrote  to  Henry  Middleton,  the 
United  States  Minister  to  Russia: 

There  can,  perhaps,  be  no  better  time  for 
saying,  frankly  and  explicitly,  to  the  Russian 
Government,  that  the  future  peace  of  the 
world,  and  the  interest  of  Russia  herself, 
cannot  be  promoted  by  Russian  settlement 
upon  any  part  of  the  American  continent. 
*  *  *  The  new  American  Republics  will  be 
as  impatient  of  a  Russian  neighbor  as  the 
United  States. 

We  know  that  inter-American  soli¬ 
darity  is  essential  to  a  free  hemisphere, 
a  free  world.  We  know  that  such  soli¬ 
darity  has  been  achieved  through  gen¬ 
erations  of  friendship  built  up  by  all  the 
innumerable  interchanges,  public  and 
private,  official  and  unofficial,  that  have 
brought  our  countries  to  a  basis  of 
understanding  and  inspired  them  with 
the  will  to  work  together  for  the  com¬ 
mon  good.  Let  us  not  permit  so  valu¬ 
able  a  treasure  to  slip  from  our  posses¬ 
sion,  nor  to  be  diverted  into  the  covetous 
hands  of  the  enemies  of  freedom. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  day,  Pan- 
American  Day,  1954,  is  a  good  time  for 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  and  our  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  House  to  rededicate  our¬ 
selves  to  the  effort  to  secure  adequate 
funds,  adequate  leadership,  and  ade¬ 
quate  legislation  with  which  to  enable 
the  programs  for  an  interchange  of  ideas 
and  of  individuals  to  continue  on  a  rea¬ 
sonable  and  a  sufficient  basis.  I  hope 
that  as  we  rededicate  ourselves  to  pan- 
American  friendship,  we  shall  also  re¬ 
dedicate  ourselves  to  the  work  of  supply¬ 
ing  the  tools  which  tend  to  make  these 
friendships  lasting  and  understanding. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Beall  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  may  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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anniversary  of  death  of 

FRANKLIN  D.  ROOSEVELT 
Mr  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  April 
12  marked  the  ninth  anniversary  of  the 
death  of  President  Franklin  Delano 
Roosevelt.  I  had  expected  to  make  some 
remarks  in  commemoration  of  that  sad 
event,  but  because  of  the  untimely  death 
of  our  colleague, '  Senator  Griswold,  I 

was  prevented  from  doing  so. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  be  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record  a  statement  which  I  prepared  for 
delivery  on  last  Monday,  April  12. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  \ 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman 
On  April  12,  9  years  ago  the  hearts  of 
countless  millions  of  people  throughout  the 
world  were  saddened  at  the  news  of  the  death 
of  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt.  Those  who  loved 
him — and  they  were  legion — knew  that  this 


His  own  spirit  was  unconquerable.  His 
achievements  were  unconquerable.  His , 
enemies  will  no  more  succeed  in  blackening  j 
his  name  in  death  than  they  succeeded  in  : 
vanquishing  him  while  he  was  alive. 

The  love  which  mankind  bore  him  will 
endure  as  long  as  the  history  of  this  country 
is  told  and  remembered. 

The  monumental  deeds  he  accomplished  ■ 
are  built  ineradicably  into  the  institutions 
of  America.  The  muck-rakers  of  today  may 
assail  him,  but  the  hold  he  had  on  the 
people  in  his  lifetime  is,  I  believe,  unshak¬ 
able  even  today. 

I  loved  him  as  a  man,  as  well  as  for  his 
leadership.  I  was  privileged  to  work  closely 
with  him  and  to  be  regarded  as  a  member 
of  his  inner  circle.  I  differed  with  him  on 
some  things,  and  opposed  him  when  X 
thought  he  was  in  error. 

But  as  long  as  I  live,  I  shall  not  cease  to 
be  proud  of  whatever  contribution  I  was  able 
to  make  to  his  success,  to  his  accomplish¬ 
ments,  to  his  leadership. 

I  am  sad  in  remembering  his  untimely 
passing.  But  I  am  glad  in  recalling  the  fact 
that  he  was  spared  for  so  long  to  lead  his 


_ tup  parth  that  he  was  spared  ior  so  long  to  ieaa  ms 

loss  would  be  felt  thr  g  tg  of  country  and  all  freemen  everywhere  in  the 

wherever  freedom  dwelt  l  <  eternal  struggle  against  tyranny,  oppression 

mjjuch  has  been  said  about  what  his  pass-  and  injustice, 
ing  meant  to  those  to  whom  he  symbolized 
the  leadership  of  the  democratic  cause.  But 
I  loved  him  also — to  quote  a  famous  Amen-  i 
can — -for  the  enemies  he  made.”  Indeed, 
his  main  adversaries  abroad — Hitler,  Musso-  j 
lini,  and  Tojo — may  have  survived  him  in  { 
this  life  by  a  few  weeks  or  months,  but  each 
of  them  saw,  before  their  deaths,  the  com- 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS— 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 

_ _ _  ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 

plete 'crumbling  of  the  evil  empires  against  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
which  Franklin  Roosevelt  had  led  the  forces  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 

of  opposition.  i 

And  here  at  home,  Franklin  Roosevelt  j 
was  certainly  not  without  enemies,  men  who  ; 
hated  and  feared  him.  This  great  leader  ■ 
who  so  courageously  and  patriotically 
charted  a  bold  course  to  recovery,  reform  j 


and  supplement  the  Federal -Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  in  Thirty- 
ninth  United  States  Statutes  at  Large, 


page  355,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continu¬ 
ing  the  construction  of  highways,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  April  13,  1954.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
report? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  authorizations 
.  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  represents 
a  good  compromise  between  the  bills 
;  adopted  by  the  two  respective  Houses. 

■  Briefly  the  conference  report  provides 
'  for  a  total  of  $966  million  per  year  for 
j  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957. 

'  This  compares  with  the  original  figures 
of  $875  million  passed  by  the  House  and 
$1,010,000,000  passed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  comparative  list  showing 
the  authorization  amounts  as  passed  by 
the  House  and  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
and  as  agreed  upon  in  conference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabu¬ 
lation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Comparative  data  on  highway  bills  for  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957 


have  meant  failure.  And  failure  in  those 
days  could  have  resulted  in  economic, 
political,  yes  and  even  civil,  collapse. 

But  we  know  that  Franklin  Roosevelt  did 
not  shrink  from  bold  steps,  where  he  felt 
they  were  necessary.  Nor  did  he  lack  cour 
age  in  meeting  his  responsibilities  on  the 
world  scene.  But  for  his  boldness,  for  his 
courage  and  for  his  vision,  he  became  the 
object  of  bitter  hatred,  even  from  some  who 
benefited  greatly  from  his  leadership.  Thii 
is  nothing  new  in  history. 

What  is  disturbing  today,  however,  has 
been  the  continuing  effort  of  some  who 
hated  him  to  rewrite  the  history  pf  his  time 
for  the  purpose  of  dulling  the  brightness  of 
his  fame  as  the  beloved  charhpion  of  the 
democratic  spirit.  In  death  he  has  been 
called  weak,  vacillating  and  compromising; 
he  has  been  charged  with  dictatorial  pur¬ 
poses  and  a  stubborn  ^blindness  to  error. 
He  has  been  indicted  fbr  his  gift  of  impro¬ 
visation  which  has  been  called  expediency 
and  for  his  love  of  peace  which  has  been 
called  appeasement.  The  dark  shadow  of 
complicity  with  .treason,  has  been  raised  in  J 
an  effort  to  cakt  it  over  the  bright  sun  of 
his  greatness. ' 

To  paraphrase  Shakespeare  in  reference  to 
another  mighty  figure  of  history — the  mis¬ 
takes  that  men  make  live  after  them;  the 
great  good  they  do  is  often  interred  with 
their  hones. 

In  the  case  of  Franklin  Roosevelt,  the 
efforts  of  his  detractors  will,  in  the  end, 
prove  as  vain  in  his  absence  as  they  proved 
While  he  was  alive.  He  was  of  that  rare 
breed  of  men  who  are  called  unconquerable. 


Types 

H.  R.  8127  as 
passed  House 

-  H.  R.  8127  as 
passed  by  Senate 

Conference 

amounts 

— - - — - 

j  Federal-aid  systems: 

$270, 000, 000 
180, 000, 000 
150,  000, 000 

$342, 000, 000 
228, 000, 000 
190, 000, 000 

$315, 000, 000 
210,000,000 
175, 000, 000 

600, 000, 000 
200,  000, 000 

760.000,000 
150, 000, 000 

700,000.000 
175, 000,  000 

Total  Federal-aid  systems - 

Federally  built  roads  on  or  to  Federally  owned  or  controlled 
lands: 

800,  000,  000 

910, 000, 000 

875, 000,  000 

22, 500, 000 
22,  500,  000 
10,  (XX),  000 
10,  000,  000 
10,  000, 000 

0 

25, 000, 000 
25, 000, 000 
12,500,000 
12,  500.000 
12,500,000 
2.  500, 000 

22,  500, 000 
24, 000, 000 
12,500,  000 
11,000, 000 
10.  000, 000 
1, 000, 000 

Park  roads  and  trails . . - . — . 

Total  . - . - . 

75,  000, 000 

90,000,000 
8, 000. 000 
2,  000, 0(i0 

81,000.000 
8,000,000 
2, 000,000 

Totals  for  each  fiscal  year _ 

875, 000, 000 

1,010, 000,000 
10,  000, 000 

966,000,000 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  understand  that 
the  conference  report  makes  a  reduction 
of  $50  million.  The  total  is  $460  million 
now,  and  it  was  $510  million,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  There  is  a  reduction 
of  $46  million. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  a  $46  mil¬ 
lion  reduction.  While  I  am  personally 
disappointed  that  the  conference  report 
did  not  provide  for  the  full  amount  as 
passed  by  the  Senate,  I  know  from  con¬ 
versations  I  have  had  with  the  Senator 


from  Pennsylvania  personally,  that  the 
conferees  did  everything  they  could  to 
have  the  bill  agreed  to  as  it  went  from 
the  Senate  floor,  which  I  think  was  a 
better  bill  than  the  one  we  are  now  asked 
to  accept.  I  know  that  this  is  the  best 
highway  bill  ever  approved  by  Congress, 
because  it  provides  more  money  than 
ever  before.  It  provides  for  at  least  the 
amount  which  should  be  received  from 
the  2-cent  gasoline  tax,  which  revenue 
has  previously  been  diverted  to  other 
costs  of  Government  rather  than  going 
to  highways.  That  is  correct,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  advise  the  Senate  from 
which  of  the  several  authorization  items 
the  $46  million  was  taken? 

'  Mr.  MARTIN.  I  might  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  that 
for  the  primary  system,  as  shown  by  the 
table  I  have  asked  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record,  the  House  authorized  $270 
million,  the  Senate  $342  million,  and  the 
conference  compromised  on  a  figure  of 
$315  million. 

For  the  secondary  roads  the  House 
authorized  $180  million,  the  Senate  $228 
million,  and  the  conference  compromised 
on  a  figure  of  $210  million. 


With  regard  to  urban  roads,  the 
House  authorized  $150  million,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  $190  million,  and  the  conference 
compromised  on  a  figure  of  $175  mil¬ 
lion.  That  made  a  compromise  total 
for  the  Federal  aid  system  of  $700  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Senate  bill  had  authorized  a 
total  of  $760  million,  and  the  House  a 
total  of  $600  million. 

With  regard  to  the  interstate  system, 
the  House  authorized  $200  million,  the 
Senate  $150  million,  and  the  conference 
resulted  in  a  compromise  on  $175  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  total,  as  compromised  by  the  con¬ 
ference,  amounted  to  $875  million.  The 
House  had  authorized  a  total  of  $800 
million,  and  the  Senate  a  total  of  $910 
million. 

Does  the  Senator  desire  that  I  enum¬ 
erate  the  amounts  authorized  by  the 


House,  the  Senate,  and  the  compromise 
amounts  arrived  at  by  the  conference, 
for  the  federally  built  roads  on  or  to 
federally  owned  or  controlled  lands? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  be  satisfied  to  study  the  list 
which  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
is  placing  in  the  Record,  rather  than 
request  that  the  Record  be  burdened 
with  further  figures  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  tabulation 
showing  the  State  breakdown  of  the  ap¬ 
proximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid 
highways  funds  as  agreed  upon  by  the 
conference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  pursuant  to  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1954 


State 

Federal  aid 

Interstate 

Total 

($875,000,000) 

Primary 

($315,000,000) 

Secondary 

($210,000,000) 

Urban 

($175,000,000) 

Subtotal 

($700,000,000) 

($87,500,000) 
population  1 

($87,500,000) 
sec.  21  > 

Subtotal 

($175,000,000) 

Alabama _ . _ _ _ _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

Californio _ _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut . . . . . . 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ _ _ _ _ 

Illinois- . . . . . . . . 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maryland . . 

Massachusetts _ 

Minnesota . . . . : . - . 

Mississippi _ 

Montana _ : _ 

Nebraska _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey - 

New  Mexico _ _ _ 

New  York  - 

North  Carolina . . 

North  Dakota . . . 

Oklahoma - - - - 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina . . - . 

South  Dakota-.. . . - 

Tennessee _ 

Virginia  _ _ _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia — . - . 

Wyoming _ _ - . - 

District  of  Columbia _ 

Puerto  Rico.. . . . - . 

$0,  722,  000 

4,  711,000 

5,  244, 000 
14,  459, 000 

5,  668,  000 
2,042,000 

1,  543,  000 
5, 117, 000 
7,  796,  000 

3,  883,  000 
12, 135,  000 

7,  477,  000 

7,  607, 000 

7,  645,  000 

5,  806, 000 

4,  908,  000 

2,  643, 000 
2,  769, 000 

4,  001,000 
9,  776, 000 
8, 169,  000 
6, 631, 000 
9, 181,000 
6, 326, 000 
6, 142, 000 
4, 067, 000 
1,543,000 
4, 073,  000 
5, 121,  000 

14, 806,  000 
7, 805, 000 
4,  570, 000 
10,  984,  000 

6,  741, 000 
5, 385, 000 

12, 363, 000 
1,  543, 000 

4,  241, 000 
4, 920, 000 
6, 826, 000 

20,  432, 000 
3, 621, 000 
1,543,000 
5, 983, 000 

5,  207, 000 
3,435,000 
7,441,000 
3, 928, 000 
1,  543, 000 
1,  543, 000 
1,  635,  000 

$5,  209, 000 

3,  208, 000 
4, 197, 000 

7,  444,  000 

3,  786,  000 

1, 029, 000 
1,029,000 

-  3,345,000 
5,954,000 

2,  731,  000 

6,  608,  000 

6, 154, 000 

5,  567,  000 

5, 352,  000 

4,  820,  000 

3,  553, 000 
1,891,000 

1,  693,  000 
1, 486, 000 
5, 965, 000 

5,  767, 000 
4, 691,  000 
6, 212, 000 

4,  352, 000 
4,  355, 000 

2,  718,000 

1,  029, 000 
1, 370, 000 

3,  518, 000 
5, 933, 000 
6, 667, 000 
3, 318,  000 

6,  681, 000 
4,827,000 
3,  763,  000 
7,  357, 000 
1, 029, 000 
3,512,000 

3,  514, 000 
5,320,000 

13,  681,  000 
2,396,000 
1, 029, 000 

4,  650, 000 
3,  479, 000 

2,  990, 000 
5, 192,  000 
2, 662,  000 
1, 029, 000 
1, 029,  000 
1,  709, 000 

$2,  261, 000 
671, 000 
965,  000 
15.339, 000 
1,434,000 
3, 342,  000 
354,  000 
3, 094, 000 
2,  515,  000 
332, 000 
12, 068,  000 
4,128,  000 
2,  049, 000 

1,  622, 000 

1,  792, 000 

2,  529, 000 
721,  000 

2,  929, 000 
7,182,  000 
8, 031,000 
2, 810, 000 
955, 000 
4,250,000 
406,  000 
1,012,  000 
131,000 
511,000 
7, 554, 000 
566,  000 
23, 064, 000 
2, 217, 000 
292, 000 
9, 985, 000 
1, 885, 000 
1, 384, 000 
13,  063,  000 

1,  234, 000 
1, 187,  000 

'335,000 
2, 495, 000 
8,  267, 000 
731,  000 
269,000 

2,  691,  000 
2, 604,  000 
1,123,000 
3, 379, 000 

188,000 
580,000 
1,491,000 
1,  483, 000 

$14. 192,  000 

8,  590,  000 
10, 406,  000 
37,  242,  000 
10,  888, 000 
6,  413, 000 
2,  926, 000 

11,  556, 000 
16,  265, 000 

6,  946, 000 
30,  811, 000 
16,  759,  000 

15,  223, 000 
14, 619,  000 

12,  418,  000 
10,  990,  000 

5,  255, 000 

7,  391, 000 

12,  669,  000 
23,  772, 000 

16,  746, 000 
11,277,000 
19,  643,  000 
11, 084, 000 
11,509,000 

6,  916,  000 
3, 083, 000 

12, 997, 000 
9, 205, 000 
43, 803, 000 
16, 689, 000 
8, 180, 000 
27,  650,  000 

13,  453, 000 
10,  532, 000 
32, 783,  000 

3, 806, 000 
8. 940, 000 

8,  769,  000 
14,641,000 
42, 380,000 

6,  748, 000 
2,841,000 

13,324,000 

11,290,000 

7,  548,  000 
16, 012, 000 

6,  778,  000 
3, 152, 000 
4. 063, 000 
4, 827, 000 

$1,  642, 000 
643,  000 

1, 024,  000 

6,  676, 000 
711,000 

1, 076, 000 
643, 000 

1,  486,  000 
1,  847, 000 
643,  000 

4,  671,  000 
2, 109,  000 
1,  405, 000 
1,  022,  000 
1,  579,  000 
1, 439,  000 

643,  000 

1,  256,  000 

2,  515, 000 
3, 416, 000 
1,  599, 000 
1,168,  000 
2, 120,  000 

643, 000 
711,000 
643, 000 
643,000 
2, 593, 000 
643,000 

7,  952, 000 
2, 178, 000 

643,  000 
4, 261, 000 
1,197,000 
816, 000 

5,  629, 000 
643,000 

1, 135,  000 
643,000 
1, 765,  000 
4, 135, 000 
643,000 
643,000 
1,779,000 
1,  276,  000 
1,075,000 
1, 842, 000 
643,000 

. 643,000" 

$1,886,000 

1, 319, 000 
1,470,  000 
4,070,000 
1,  588, 000 
576, 000 
429,  000 
1,437,000 
2, 187, 000 
1, 087,  000 
3,  414, 000 
2, 099,  000 
2, 132,  000 
2, 140,  000 

1,  630, 000 
1,379,000 

741,000 
780, 000 
1,131,000 

2,  748, 000 
2, 290, 000 
1, 579, 000 
2,  575, 000 
1,770,000 
1,719,000 
1, 137,  000 

429, 000 
1,151,000 
1, 433, 000 
4, 178,  000 
2,191,000 
1,278,000 
3, 090, 000 
1, 889, 000 
1,509,000 
3, 483, 000 
429,000 
1,191,000 
1, 376,  000 
1,915,000 
5,  730,  000 
1,014,000 
429,000 
1,680,000 
1,461,000 
965, 000 
2,088,000 
1,099,000 

429,000 

$3, 528, 000 
1,962,000 
2,  494,  000 
9,  746, 000 
2,  299, 000 

1,  652, 000 
1, 072, 000 

2,  923, 000 
4, 034,  000 

1,  730, 000 
8,  085, 000 
4,  208, 000 

3,  537, 000 
3, 162, 000 
3,  209, 000 

2,  818, 000 

1,  384,  000 
2, 036, 000 
3,  646, 000 
6, 164, 000 
3,889,000 

2,  747, 000 
4, 695, 000 

2,  413, 000 
2, 430,  000 
1,  780,  000 
1, 072, 000 

3,  744, 000 
2, 076, 000 

12, 130,  000 
4, 369, 000 
1,921,000 
7, 351, 000 
3, 086, 000 
2, 325.  000 
9, 112,000 
1, 072, 000 
2, 326, 000 
2,019,000 
3,  680,  000 
9, 865, 000 
1,  657,000 
1, 072, 000 
3,  459,  000 
2,737,000 
2, 040, 000 
3, 930, 000 
1,  742, 000 

1, 072,  000 

$17, 720,000 
10,  552, 000 
12,900,000 
46,  988, 000 
13, 187,  000 
8, 065, 000 

3,  998, 000 
14,  479, 000 
20,  299, 000 

8,  676, 000 
38,  896, 000 
20,  967, 000 

18,  760, 000 
17,  781, 000 
15,627,000 
13,808,000 

6,639,000 

9,  427, 000 
16,  315, 000 
29, 936, 000 
20,635,000 
14, 024, 000 
24, 338, 000 
13,  497, 000 

13,  939, 000 
8, 696, 000 
4, 155, 000 

16,  741,  000 
11,281,000 
55, 933, 000 
21, 058, 000 
10, 101, 000 
35, 001,  000 
16,  539, 000 
12, 857, 000 
41, 895,  000 

4,  878,  000 
11,266.000 
10,  788, 000 
18,321,000 
52,  245, 000 

8,405, 000 
3,913,000 
16,  783, 000 

14,  027, 000 
9,  588,000 

19,  942,  000 
8,  520, 000 
3, 152,  000 
5, 135, 000 
4, 827, 000 

i  Apportioned  according  to  total  population  with  minimum  of 'H  of  1  Percent.  ,  n.  , 

i  Apportioned  according  to  sec.  21  of  Federal  Highway  Act—  Vi  area,  ii  total  population,  and  post-i 


road  mileage,  with  minimum  of  H  of  1  percent. 


Mr.  MARTIN.  Other  than  changes  in 
authorization  amounts,  there  was  one 
point  in  which  the  Senate  fully  receded 
from  its  position,  and  that  was  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  authorization  of  $10  million 
for  defense  access  roads.  The  Senate 
conferees  made  every  effort  to  hold  this 
item  in  the  bill,  but  were  unable  to  con¬ 
vince  the  House  conferees.  It  was  point¬ 
ed  out  that  there  is  a  backlog  of  approx¬ 
imately  $53  million  of  authorizations 


which  have  not  yet  been  appropriated 
for. 

It  was  also  the  strong  feeling  of  the 
House  conferees  that  the  authorization 
for  roads,  having  as  their  principal  pur¬ 
pose  defense  or  military  interest,  should 
be  included  in  military  or  defense  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  As  the  author  of 
that  particular  amendment,  I  realize 
there  is  a  carryover  authorization  of  $53 
million;  but  I  felt,  and  I  still  feel  very 
deeply,  that  the  provision  should  go  into 
this  bill  and  become  a  part  of  the  law 
pertaining  to  highway  system,  because 
the  time  has  come  when  the  civilian  de¬ 
fense  and  the  military  defense  of  Amer¬ 
ica  are  so  connected  with  the  highway 
system  that  they  are  really  one.  There- 
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fore,  I  cannot  agree  that  the  provision 
belongs  in  a  separate  bill.  However,  I 
think  it  is  better  to  have  it  in  a  separate 
bill  than  not  to  have  it  in  any  bill  at  all. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  might  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Michigan  that 
for  some  time  I  have  been  making 
speeches  over  the  country  favoring  im¬ 
provement  of  roads  because  of  their  im¬ 
portance  in  civilian  defense  and  in  mil¬ 
itary  activities.  In  the  conference  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland!, 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis],  all  urged  most  strongly 
the  inclusion  of  this  item  in  the  bill, 
but  the  House  conferees  had  seemingly 
discussed  the  subject  previously,  and 
they  were  in  opposition  to  it. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  note  that  the  item 
for  forest  roads  and  trails,  which  had 
been  included  in  the  House  bill  at  $22,- 
500,000,  and  was  increased  by  the  Senate 
to  $25  million,  was  held  in  conference  at 
$24  million;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  wish  to  extend  my 
compliments  to  the  Senate  conferees  for 
the  work  I  know  they  had  to  do  in  that 
particular  field.  Coming  from  a  State 
which  has  within  its  confines  some  300 
billion  board-feet  of  standing  merchant¬ 
able  timber,  and  more  than  14  million 
acres  of  national  forests  which  are  cov¬ 
ered  with  merchantable  timber,  I  know 
the  value  of  that  particular  appropria¬ 
tion,  not  only  so  far  as  the  future  is  con¬ 
cerned,  but  the  value  of  it  as  an  invest¬ 
ment,  repayment  for  which  will  begin 
almost  coincidentally  with  the  spending 
of  the  first  dollar. 

These  particular  roads  make  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  investment  in  stand¬ 
ing  timber  a  usable  one.  They  make 
perpetual  management  of  timber  a  fact, 
rather  than  a  theory.  Sustained  yield 
becomes  something  that  can  be  realized, 
as  well  as  talked  about.  The  old-growth 
timber,  which  now  is  being  wasted  be¬ 
cause  it  is  too  old  and  because  it  is  being 
attacked  by  disease  and  is  being  blown 
down,  can  be  salvaged,  as  a  result  of 
these  roads.  So  the  money  appropriated 
for  this  purpose  will  be  reimbursed  not 
only  in  principal  amount,  but  also  is 
vastly  increased  amounts. 

I  congratulate  the  conferees,  but  I  re¬ 
gret  that  they  were  unable  to  obtain  the 
full  amount  voted  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  President,  I  may  say  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  conferee  who  represents  one  of  the 
easternmost  States  was  one  of  the 
strongest  advocates  in  conference  for 
retention  of  the  full  amount  voted  by 
the  Senate.  I  refer  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  LMr.  Bush], 
who  has  great  knowledge  of  values  of 
that  kind. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Beall  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 


Mr.  MARTIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Inasmuch  as  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  report  will  con¬ 
clude  legislative  action  on  this  very  im¬ 
portant  and  very  meritorious  bill,  I  wish 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  the 
appreciation  I  sincerely  feel  for  the  fair, 
courteous,  and  thorough  study  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  made,  and  for  the  fair,  fine,  and 
impartial  way  in  which  he  has  presided 
over  the  committee.  I  desire  to  express 
the  same  sentiments  regarding  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  will  yield  further  to 
me - 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  page  6  of  the 
conference  report.  I  wish  to  point  out 
that  in  section  17  (a)  the  committee  has 
undertaken  to  assure  that  the  maximum 
amount  of  highway  work  will  be  per¬ 
formed  by  means  of  competitive  bid¬ 
ding;  and  that  in  section  17  (b)  for  the 
first  time  collusion  and  conspiracy  to 
defraud,  in  connection  with  the  obtain¬ 
ing  or  awarding  of  Federal-aid  Highi- 
way  contracts,  is  made  a  Federal  crim¬ 
inal  offense. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  Senate,  I  should 
like  to  read  section  17  (b) : 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  contract  for 
such  highway  construction  work  is  required, 
the  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  such  approval  a  sworn  state¬ 
ment  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  per¬ 
son,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  to 
whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded,  cer¬ 
tifying  that  such  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation  has  not,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  entered  into  any  agreement,  par¬ 
ticipated  in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken 
any  action  in  restraint  of  free  competitive 
bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  yield  to  me, 
so  that  I  may  make  a  brief  observation 
in  connection  with  the  point  now  under 
discussion? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  think  the  Record 
should  show  at  this  point  that  the  sec¬ 
tion  from  which  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  has  just  read  is  the  result  of  his 
determined  effort  in  the  hearings  and 
in  the  work  of  the  committee  to  get  this 
item  included  in  the  bill.  I  desire  to 
express  my  congratulations  to  him  upon 
his  consistent  and  effective  efforts  in 
getting  this  very  constructive  section 
into  the  conference  report.  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  deserves  special 
credit  for  that  particular  work. 

I  apologize  for  the  interruption,  but  I 
thought  the  Record  should  show  at  this 
point  the  interest  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  very  much  indeed  the  remarks  of 
the  able  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  attention  to  the 
provision  which  is  now  to  become  law, 
I  hope,  with  the  signature  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  I  desire  to  call  this  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate,  and  also,  to  the 
attention  of  the  country.  I  believe  we 
should  let  the  people  know  that  the  eye 
of  the  Federal  Government  will  be  upon 
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the  execution  and  performance  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  road  contracts.  That  arrange¬ 
ment  will  do  a  great  deal  to  restrain 
what,  according  to  rumor,  amounts  to  a 
widespread  practice  of  kickbacks  of 
certain  portions  of  the  funds  under 
highway  contracts,  collusion  in  restraint 
of  free  competitive  bidding,  and  other 
malpractices. 

This  measure  authorizes  appropria¬ 
tions  of  nearly  $1  billion,  to  be  matched 
by  funds  in  approximately  that  amount 
by  the  States — an  immense  amount  of 
money.  Certainly  the  taxpayers  are  en¬ 
titled  to  all  the  roads  that  can  be  pur¬ 
chased  by  that  money,  without  any 
political  shenanigans  or  corrupt  prac¬ 
tices. 

This  provision  will  require  that  before 
a  road  contract  can  be  approved,  an  affi¬ 
davit  on  behalf  of  the  successful  bidder, 
the  contractor  to  whom  the  award  has 
been  made,  must  he  submitted.  Under 
those  circumstances,  if  fraud  has  been 
committed,  the  contractor  will  then  be¬ 
come  particeps  criminis  to  the  perpetra¬ 
tion  of  it,  and  therefore  will  become  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  criminal  code  which  provides 
a  penalty  of  5  years  imprisonment  or  a 
fine  of  $10,000,  or  both.  I  hope  it  will 
be  a  constructive  provision  of  law. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  also  re¬ 
fused  to  agree  to  the  provision  voted  by 
the  Senate  to  permit  the  President  to 
advance  the  effective  date  of  the  authori¬ 
zation,  under  certain  conditions.  The 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  felt 
that  Congress  could  take  up  this  matter 
separately,  if  it  should  be  necessary  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  report,  as 
agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  is  an  excellent 
one,  and  marks  a  new  milestone  in  the 
progress  of  highway  improvement. 

1  now  move  that  the  conference  report 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  In  approving  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  this  bill,  I  think  it 
should  be  pointed  out,  at  the  time  of 
final  action  on  this  measure,  that  it  rep¬ 
resents  3  new  matters  of  policy.  First, 
this  measure  carries  the  largest  authori¬ 
zation  ever  made  in  a  highway  bill,  so  I 
understand.  It  represents  recognition  of 
the  growing  demand — it  is  more  than  a 
need ;  it  is  a  demand — in  connection  with 
the  highway  systems  of  the  United 
States,  and  especially  the  national  high¬ 
way  system,  which  is  not  an  incidental 
part  of  our  economy,  but  is  a  part  of  the 
very  lifeblood  of  our  economy. 

Furthermore,  this  measure  represents 
new  policy,  to  the  extent  that  this  is  the 
first  time  we  have  voted  such  a  large 
authorization  of  appropriations  for  tire 
interstate  highway  system,  a  system  re¬ 
ceiving  unanimous  support,  inasmuch  as 
the  need  for  the  system  is  widely  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  President,  I  did  not  favor  the  full 
amount  of  the  authorization  voted  for 
the  interstate  highway  system,  but  I 
recognize  that  it  must  be  provided  for, 
and  I  want  the  Congress  to  provide  for  it, 
to  the  extent  of  the  need,  without  doing 
violence  to  the  other  features  of  the 
highway  system. 

The  conference  report  also  represents 
new  policy  because  of  the  provision  for 
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matching  on  a  60-40  basis,  with  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  to  be  provided  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  40  percent  of 
the  funds  to  be  provided  by  the  States. 

The  conference  report  further  rep¬ 
resents  new  policy,  in  that  it  establishes 
a  new  formula  for  division  among  the 
States  of  the  funds  for  the  interstate 
system. 

I  agreed  to  the  $175  million  authorf-  , 
zation  provided  in  the  bill  for  the  inter¬ 
state  system.  I  thought  perhaps  we 
were  going  too  fast  in  such  a  short  time, 
in  that  connection;  but  I  recognized  the 
need. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  at  the  present 
time,  34  percent  of  the  funds  for  the  pri¬ 
mary  system  can  be  spent  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system,  and  46  percent  of  the  funds 
for  urban  roads  can  be  spent  on  the  in¬ 
terstate  system;  and  when  those  funds 
are  added  to  the  $175  million,  they  make 
a  total  of  approximately  $300  million 
which  can  be  used  for  the  interstate 
system,  under  the  new  formula.  I  point 
that  out  to  indicate  that  this  expressly 
establishes  a  State  system,  on  trial.  It  is 
expressly  put  on  trial  by  the  new  pro¬ 
gram,  and  by  this  congressional  act. 
We  shall  all  watch  it  with  interest  and, 

I  may  say,  with  some  scrutiny,  for  the 
next  2  years. 

I  believe  we  have  gone  as  far  as  we 
should  go  in  liberalizing  the  formula  for 
the  distribution  of  the  money.  That 
will  be  determined  by  the  facts  as  they 
may  develop  over  the  next  2  years.  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  we  wanted 
this  system  to  be  developed  and  favored 
to  the  extent  of  meeting  a  need  without, 
at  the  same  time,  doing  violence  to  the 
other  aspect  of  our  highway  system, 
which  is  just  as  necessary,  within  its 
sphere,  and  just  as  much  needed  by  the 
people  it  serves,  within  their  sphere  of 
activities,  as  are  interstate  highways  by 
the  people  whom  they  are  primarily  de¬ 
signed  to  serve. 

With  those  considerations,  I  am  very 
glad  to  support  wholeheartedly  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  bill  has  been,  in  general,  well  dis¬ 
cussed.  I  congratulate  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
able  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
[Mr.  Case],  and  all  who  have  had  an 
active  part  in  bringing  about  this  ex¬ 
cellent  result. 

I  wish  to  invite  attention  to  2  or 
3  features  of  the  bill  which  I  think 
are  outstanding.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  has  already 
mentioned  one  of  them,  namely,  the 
great  enlargement  of  the  authorization 
for  the  interstate  system,  which  will  find 
itself  with  an  authorization  of  $175  mil¬ 
lion  Federal-aid  for  each  of  the  2  fiscal 
years  1956  and  1957,  covered  by  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill. 

I  thoroughly  agree  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis]  that  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  be  watching  with  a  great  deal  of 
interest  to  see  what  happens  on  con¬ 
struction  of  the  interstate  system  be¬ 
cause  of  this  large  authorization,  which 
represents  a  very  material  change  in 
policy,  but  one  which  I  think  is  decidedly 


In  the  interest  of  the  Nation,  both  from 
the  standpoint  of  better  preparation  for 
defense  and  more  adequate  handling  of 
the  ordinary  transportation  and  travel 
needs  of  the  Nation.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  areas  of  great  congestion  of 
population  in  the  United  States,  because 
of  the  great  costs  involved,  are  those  in 
which  trunk  highways  have  not  been 
constructed,  and  in  which  there  would 
be  the  greatest  difficulty  in  time  of  war. 
There  is  already  very  great  difficulty  in 
those  bottlenecks  in  time  of  peace. 

The  other  two  matters  which  I  shall 
mention  briefly  are  quite  different.  One 
is  found  in  section  6  of  the  bill.  It  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Senate  bill,  but  not  in  the 
House  bill.  However,  the  House  agreed 
with  the  Senate  that  the  construction  of 
forest  highways,  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails  in 
national  parks,  and  Indian  roads  was  so 
far  behind  that  the  authorizations 
which  have  been  made  from  time  to 
time  have  been  allowed  to  pile  up,  and 
in  many  instances  to  lapse.  The  Senate 
felt  that  contractual  authorizations 
should  be  given  so  that  in  the  case  of 
those  very  grave  needs,  construction 
could  move  ahead  speedily  with  appro¬ 
priations  to  come  later. 

However,  a  compromise  was  made  be¬ 
tween  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  bill. 
Under  the  Senate  bill  all  the  accumu¬ 
lated  authorizations  in  these  fields 
would  have  been  available  for  immedi¬ 
ate  contract,  whereas  under  the  terms  of 
the  conference  report  only  the  authori¬ 
zations  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  1955,  and 
for  the  2  fiscal  years  covered  by  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill,  1956  and  1957,  will  be  au¬ 
thorizations  for  which  contractual 
authority  is  given. 

It  is  the  very  great  hope  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  and,  in  fact,  of  all  members  of  the 
Public  Works  Committees  of  both 
Houses,  that  this  provision  will  mean 
that  the  road  needs  which  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  in  connection  with  the  forests, 
the  parks,  and  Indian  lands,  will  be  met 
much  more  effectively  than  has  been 
the  case  at  any  time  heretofore. 

The  other  matter  which  I  shall  men¬ 
tion  was  one  with  respect  to  which  the 
House  receded  and  permitted  the  Senate 
provision  to  take  effect.  That  was  with 
reference  to  now  providing  the  authori¬ 
zation  to  see  through  and  to  complete 
construction  of  the  remaining  links  of 
the  inter-American  highway.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  in  its  bill  had  provided  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $40  million  over  the  next  5  fiscal 
years,  or  $8  million  a  year.  The  House 
agreed  to  accept  that  amendment. 
Therefore  the  passage  of  this  bill  will 
mark  the  authorization  of  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  that  important  inter-American 
project.  I  call  attention  specifically  to 
this  matter  at  this  time  both  because  it 
has  been  a  matter  of  some  confusion, 
and  sometimes  of  considerable  argument 
between  ourselves  and  some  of  our  good 
neighbors  south  of  us,  and  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  action  shows 
clearly  that  our  country  recognizes  its 
obligation  to  carry  through  its  part  of 
this  project  promptly,  and  it  indicates 
that  we  propose,  in  the  effort  to  help 
ourselves  and  our  near  neighbors,  from 
the  Mexican  border  down  to  the  Panama 


Canal,  to  make  this  immediate  effort  to 
complete  the  communication  by  land  be¬ 
tween  ourselves  and  them.  I  think  it  is 
something  that  has  needed  to  be  done 
for  a  long  time.  We  have  been  going 
along  from  year  to  year  without  making 
too  much  progress.  This  authorization 
will  see  the  important  project  to  com¬ 
pletion. 

There  are  other  matters  in  the  bill 
which  are  of  importance,  but  I  wished 
to  mention  those  three  as  being  of  par¬ 
ticular  interest  to  the  Senate.  I  am  glad 
that  there  are  so  many  Senators  pres¬ 
ent  to  receive  the  report  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  with  reference  to  this 
important  bill,  which  I  regard  as  a  good 
bill  for  our  whole  Nation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Committee 
I  wish  to  compliment  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  for  what  I  think  is  a  very  fine  job 
which  they  did  in  conference  in  ironing 
out  the  differences  between  the  House 
and  Senate  with  respect  to  the  public 
roads  bill. 

Although,  as  my  colleagues  know,  I 
fought  in  the  committee  for  a  much 
larger  amount,  believing  that  the  total 
figure  provided  by  the  bill  as  reported 
to  the  Senate  was  not  adequate  in  view 
of  the  testimony  in  our  committee  that 
approximately  $35  billion  was  needed  to 
put  the  highways  of  America  in  condi¬ 
tion  to  meet  the  transportation  needs  of 
the  country,  nevertheless,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
have  pointed  out,  the  committee  did 
bring  before  the  Senate  a  larger  road 
bill,  so  far  as  the  proposed  authorization 
is  concerned,  than  has  come  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  in  many  years. 

I  wish  particularly  to  thank  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  committee,  and  especially 
the  Senate  conferees,  for  the  final  figures 
in  connection  with  forest  access  roads, 
for  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  pub¬ 
lic  lands  roads. 

For  forest  roads  and  trails  we  find  in 
the  conference  report  an  authorization 
of  $24  million,  compared  with  the  Senate 
figure  of  $25  million  and  the  House  figure 
of  $22,500,000.  We  find  the  Senate  figure 
of  $12,500,000  for  park  roads  and  trails. 
We  also  find  a  reasonable  compromise,  I 
think,  in  respect  to  parkways.  We  find 
that  there  has  been  an  acceptance  of  the 
House  figure  with  respect  to  Indian  roads. 
The  figure  for  so-called  public  lands 
roads  is  $1  million.  Such  roads  are  very 
important  to  the  Western  States,  where 
there  are  large  areas  of  public  lands 
through  which  more  highways  need  to 
be  built  in  order  to  provide  the  connec¬ 
tions  necessary  for  an  efficient  road 
system. 

Particularly  in  connection  with  the 
forest  highways  and  access  roads,  what 
the  conferees  did  was  to  provide  a  figure 
which,  in  my  judgment,  in  the  long  run, 
will  mean  great  savings  to  the  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States,  because,  through 
these  expenditures  of  funds,  it  will  be 
possible  to  get  out  of  the  Federal  forests 
timber  which  otherwise  would  be  com¬ 
pletely  wasted.  I  am  sure  that  the  tim¬ 
ber  will  bring  to  the  United  States  Treas- 
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ury,  as  a  result  of  its  harvesting,  many 
times  the  cost  of  these  roads. 

I  believe  that  frequently  the  Senate  is 
not  fully  appreciative,  or  does  not  mani¬ 
fest  its  appreciation,  of  the  good  work 
done  by  its  conferees.  In  my  opinion, 
the  conferees  have  done  a  remarkably 
fine  job  of  public  service,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  say  a  word  of  commendation 
in  behalf  of  their  work. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  appreciation  once  more  to 
my  colleagues  on  the  committee  and  to 
the  Senate  for  including  in  the  bill  the 
so-called  Connecticut  amendment.  I  do 
that  not  only  on  behalf  of  myself  and  my 
colleague,  the  junior  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Purtell],  but  also  on  be¬ 
half  of  all  the  people  of  my  State. 

The  Record  should  show  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  also  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
who  served  as  conferees,  for  making  it 
possible  for  us  to  incorporate  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  bill. 

It  is  a  very  important  matter,  because 
it  makes  available  to  our  State  a  tre¬ 
mendous  sum  of  money  with  which  to  do 
some  very  important  and  necessary  work 
in  connection  with  the  $400  million  ex¬ 
pressway.  I  feel  that  all  of  the  people 
of  Connecticut,  the  Governor,  the  high¬ 
way  commissioner,  and  the  taxpayers, 
are  very  grateful  to  Congress  for  helping 
them  by  incorporating  the  amendment  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  am  very  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  believe  the  Nation  as 
a  whole  owes  a  debt  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  for  the  way  he  has  worked, 
so  patiently  and  so  long,  on  this  prob¬ 
lem,  which  is  peculiar  to  Connecticut. 
I  believe  the  Nation  is  indebted  to  the 
great  State  of  Connecticut  for  inau¬ 
gurating  a  $400  million  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  which  I  understand  is  to  begin 
within  a  few  days. 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  sure  it  will  serve 
as  a  tremendous  boost  to  that  very  great 
area  of  the  country.  Perhaps  it  will 
serve  as  a  pattern  for  the  solution  of 
similar  problems  in  other  areas  of  the 
United  States.  While  it  is  true  that  this 
is  the  largest  highway  bill  ever  to  be 
considered  by  the  Senate,  amounting  to 
$900  million,  the  great  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  small  in  area  though  it  be,  is 
planning  to  inaugurate  a  $400  million 
highway  program.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  and  his  State. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  for  his  very  generous  com¬ 
ments.  I  must  confess  it  is  quite  true 
that  it  is  a  big  project  for  our  State. 
That  is  why  I  am  so  grateful  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  for  cooperating  with  us  and  giv¬ 
ing  us  this  last  go-ahead  in  the  bill. 

As  a  member  of  the  committee,  my 
whole  experience  with  the  bill  has  been 
a  revelation  to  me  in  connection  with 
how  the  members  of  the  committee 
have  worked  together  in  trying  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  fine  bill. 

I  believe  every  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  made  an  important  contri¬ 
bution  in  connection  with  the  bill.  I 


am  sure  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
appreciates  that  fact. 

Once  more  I  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  who 
has  expedited  the  consideration  of  the 
bill.  I  do  not  believe  we  could  have  dis¬ 
posed  of  it  any  quicker  than  we  have. 


THE  MUTUAL  SPECIAL  WEAPONS 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
claim  the  attention  of  the  Senate  for 
only  2  or  3  minutes,  to  speak  on  a  sub¬ 
ject' which  is  unrelated  to  the  pending 
conference  report. 

At  an  evening  session  of  the  Senate 
on  July  29  last,  I  raised  a  question  on 
the  necessity  and  advisability  of  an 
appropriation  of  $50  million  in  a  new 
category  in  the  mutual  security  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  offered  an  amendment 
that  evening  to  strike  out  the  item,  and 
made  the  argument  that  it  had  not  been 
justified,  and  that  no  definite  proposal 
had  been  submitted.  Furthermore,  I 
argued  that  whatever  action  might  be 
contemplated  by  such  a  new  venture 
could  be  accomplished  by  the  regular 
appropriation  categories. 

I  shall  not  review  the  debate  of  that 
evening.  However,  for  the  benefit  of 
Senators  who  voted  for  my  amendment, 
I  should  like  to  invite  attention  to  the 
fact  that  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  letter 
from  Mr.  John  H.  Ohly,  Deputy  Director 
for  Program  and  Planning,  Foreign 
Operations  Administration,  dated  March 
30,  1954,  which,  in  my  opinion,  justifies 
the  position  we  asserted  on  that  occa¬ 
sion. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With* 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
read  one  sentence  from  the  letter: 

Assuming  that  adequate  funds  had  been 
made  available  in  the  mutual  security  ap¬ 
propriation,  it  is  possible  that  these  projects 
could  have  been  carried  out  under  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  sections  401  and  411  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  and  section  101  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  I  said  last 
July  was  possible  to  be  done.  I  said  then 
that  the  new  category  under  the  title  of 
the  mutual  special-weapons  program  had 
as  its  real  purpose  the  securing  of  larger 
appropriations  from  Congress.  That  is 
now  revealed  to  have  been  the  fact,  de¬ 
spite  the  aura  of  secrecy  thrown  around 
this  matter  last  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  invite  attention  to  this 
fact  at  this  time  to  alert  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
and  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

I  also  invite  attention  to  the  yea-and- 
nay  vote  on  the  amendment.  The 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  voted  for 
my  amendment  were  Anderson,  Daniel, 
Douglas,  Frear,  Goldwater,  Gore,  Hum¬ 
phrey,  Hunt,  Johnson  of  Texas,  Ke- 
fauver,  Kennedy,  Long,  Mansfield,  Mc¬ 
Clellan,  Monroney,  Murray,  Neely, 
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Pastore,  Russell,  Smathers,  Sparkman, 
Symington,  and  Williams. 

Exhibit  1 

Foreign  Operations  Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  30,  1954. 
Hon.  Albert  Gore, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Gore:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  letter  of  March  16,  1954,  in  which  you 
ask  whether  the  projects  approved  under 
the  mutual  special -weapons  program  could 
have  been  carried  out  had  not  a  special  ap¬ 
propriation  been  made. 

Assuming  that  adequate  funds  had  been 
made  available  in  the  mutual-security  ap¬ 
propriation,  it  is  possible  that  these  projects 
could  have  been  carried  out  under  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  sections  401  and  411  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  and  section  101  (a)  (1)  of  the 

Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended. 
However,  at  the  time  of  the  fiscal  year  1954 
congressional  presentation  it  was  believed 
that  the  purposes  of  a  special-weapons  pro¬ 
gram  represented  a  departure  from  normal 
MDAP  procedures,  and  in  order  to  resolve  all 
doubts  as  to  congressional  approval  of  such 
a  program,  and  the  Administration’s  ability 
to  administer  such  a  program  without  spe¬ 
cific  authority  to  do  so,  it  was  decided  to 
include  this  additional  section  in  the  act, 
although  perhaps  not  strictly  necessary. 
Moreover,  in  addition  to  the  advantages  of 
developing  legislative  history  on  the  funding 
of  this  program,  rather  than  simply  relying 
upon  an  interpretation  of  the  general  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act,  there  was  believed  to  be  a 
significant  psychological  impact  on  our  allies 
in  having  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
make  specific  provision  for  a  program  to 
develop  in  Europe  and  the  United  States  spe¬ 
cial  weapons  for  the  defense  of  free  Europe. 

We  believe  the  reasons  which  warranted 
inclusion  of  a  special  section  in  the  fiscal 
year  1954  act  are  still  valid  and  that  the  fiscal 
year  1965  act  should  contain  a  similar  pro¬ 
vision. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  H.  Ohly, 

Deputy  Director  for  Program  and 
Planning. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1954— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road 
Act  aproved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS— 
CORRECTION  IN  ENROLLMENT  OF 
H.  R.  8127 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
for  the  Senate,  House  Concurrent  Reso¬ 
lution  225,  which  was  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  in  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8127)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  ap- 
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propriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  make  the  following  correction:  In  section 
13  of  the  bill  strike  out  ‘‘The  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“The  Secretary  of  Commerce.” 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr. 'President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  concurrent  resolution.  1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  225)  was'} 
considered,  and  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  at  this-’ 
time  I  wish  publicly  to  express  my  great  ; 
appreciation  to  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  for  the  time  and 
work  they  devoted  to  perfecting  the  road 
bill,  so  that  it  could  be  brought  before 
the  Senate  and  promptly  passed. 

It  contains  the  largest  authorization 
for  roads  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States.  Some  people  have  thought  it  pe-  : 
culiar  that  I  should  favor  a  large  ap¬ 
propriation  of  this  kind,  because  I  have 
always  advocated  economy  in  Govern¬ 
ment  and  balanced  budgets.  The  peo-  „ 
pie  of  the  United  States,  however,  have 
been  spending  almost  $3%  billion  a  year 
for  roads,  and  the  Federal  Government 
has  not  been  contributing  even  the  ’ 
amount  it  has  been  collecting  from  gaso- 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  H.  R.  6342. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mi-.  McCLELLAN,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  About  how  long 
does  the  Senator  expect  to  speak? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  my  state¬ 
ment  will  not  take  more  than  10  or  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  trying  to  de¬ 
termine  a  little  matter  of  time,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  because  I  should  like 
to  announce  that  when  we  get  back  to 
the  subject  of  the  pending  bill  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk  which  I  wish  to 
call  up. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  that  the  bill  is  now  under  considera¬ 
tion. 


OPERATIONS  OF  THE  HOUSING  AC¬ 
TIVITIES  OF  THE  FEDERAL  HOUS¬ 
ING  ADMINISTRATION  AND  THE 
VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION* 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  afternoon  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  discussed  certain 
phases  of  the  operations  of  the  Federal 
line  taxes  or  front  taxes  on  the  sale  of  J  1  wish  to  make  a 

automobiles  and  from  similar  sources. 

I  again  wish  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  the  members  of  the  committee. 

They  attended  the  sessions  without  any 
hesitancy  at  all,  and  sat  for  many  long 
hours.  I  believe  we  have  brought  forth 
a  bill  which  should  be  of  great  benefit 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE— EN¬ 
ROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
clerks,  announced  that  the  Speaker  had 
affixed  his  signature  to  the  enrolled  joint 
resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  146)  to  authorize 
the  designation  of  October  16,  1954,  a$ 
National  Olympic  Day,  and  it  was  signed 
by  the  Acting  President  pro  tempore/ 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  BUILDINGS  BY  PURCHASE 


CONTRACTS 


/ 


The  Senate  resumed  the  ponsideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6342)  to  amend  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1S49  to  authorize 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
acquire  title  to  real  property  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  certain  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  thereon  by  executing  pur¬ 
chase  contracts  ;jto  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Postmaster  General  to  lease  quar¬ 
ters  for  post*office  purposes;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  /PRESIDING  OFFICER-  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  before  the  Senate? 


brief  comment-  only  as  to  that  section  of 
the  bill  relating  to  loans  which  are  made, 
being  section  608.\ 

There  are  indictments  pending  on  the 
case  to  which  I  refer  and,  therefore,  it 
would  not  be  advisable-^to  name  the  case. 
I  do  wish  to  pofnt  out,  certain  factors 
which  I  think  should  be  rather  enlight¬ 
ening,  because  the  particular  individual 
involved  obtained  approximately  $7  mil¬ 
lion  under,  ’title  608  of  the  Housing  Act. 
I  wish  to  outline  certain  correspondence 
which  jj&ssed  at  that  time.  / 

A  Member  of  the  Senate  invited  the 
attention  of  the  Housing  Authority  in 
1956  to  the  fact  that  perhaps  there  had 
been  excessive  profits  made.  This  let- 
Jler  was  not  addressed  to  me.  I  shall 
'  read  one  paragraph  from  it  in  acknowl¬ 
edgement  of  the  report  that  these  ex¬ 
cessive  profits  were  called  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  then  Housing  Administrator 
but  which  paragraph  indicates  a  com¬ 
plete  lack  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the 
Administration. 

The  letter  is  dated  August  10,  1950, 
and  I  read  this  paragraph  from  it: 

Please  be  advised  that  it  is  not  the  cus¬ 
tomary  practice  of  this  administration  to 
search  the  court  records  to  determine  the 
original  cost  of  lots  purchased,  as  our  com¬ 
mitments  for  insurance  were  based  on  the 
value  arrived  at  by  an  appraiser  on  the 
staff  of  the  insuring  office. 

That  letter  was  signed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  Franklin  D.  Richards  and  it  clearly 
indicated  that  the  Department  was  not 
interested  at  that  time  in  examining  any 
of  the  so-called  excessive  profits.  This 
letter  was  in  answer  to  the  allegation 
that  the  particular  contractor  had 
bought  two  lots  for  $15,000.  Three  or  4 
days  later  he  deeded  those  two  lots  to 
two  different  corporations  which  were 


obtaining  an  FHA  guaranteed  lofm. 
They  were  appraised  at  $50,000  each  yet 
Mr.  Richards  was  not  interested. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  also  to  invite 
attention  which  shows  conspiracy  be¬ 
hind  it  and  how  this  same  group  were 
going  to  cash  in  on  these  ,  irregular  if 
not  illegal  earnings,  by  reporting  them 
for  income-tax  purposes  as  capital 
gains. 

I  quote  from  a  letter  signed  by  the 
Collector  of  Interna}..  Revenue  in  the  area 
involved  in  which  he  ruled  upon  this 
case:  / 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  re¬ 
quest  of  October  12  to  be  advised  with  re¬ 
spect  to  your  proposed  purchase  of  a  vacant 
lot  and  several  days  later  creating  a  cor¬ 
poration  and  deeding  the  lot  to  the  cor¬ 
poration  art  a  stated  value  of  $50,000.  You 
request  Jto  be  advised  if  you  will  be  tax¬ 
able  on  the  apparent  short-term  gain  of 
$40,090.  You  are  advised  that  this  trans¬ 
action  will  not  be  subject  to  the  tax,  pro¬ 
vided  you  are  the  sole  or  principal  stock¬ 
holder  of  the  corporation,  namely,  that  you 
Own  as  much  as  80  percent  of  its  value. 

However,  for  future  gain  or  loss  on  the 
sale  of  this  stock  your  basis  will  be  $10,000 
of  the  original  cost. 

Clearly,  Mr.  President,  this  was  an  ad¬ 
vance  ruling  on  a  hypothetical  case,  ex¬ 
tending  to  the  individual  involved  the 
right  to  charge  off  as  capital  gains  these 
highly  irregular  profits.  Names  are 
omitted  because  this  case  is  now  in  court. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Will  the  Senator 
be  good  enough  to  tell  us  who  made 
that  ruling? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  should  not  like  to 
do  that.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator - 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  wanted  the  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  Record.  A  person  who 
would  attempt  to  charge  off  as  capital 
gains  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  of 
profit  would  be  as  guilty  as  anyone  could 
be.  The  Senator  from  Delaware  knows 
that  was  not  the  intention  of  the  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator.  This  letter  has  been  referred 
to  the  Department  of  Justice.  It  is  also 
being  referred  to  both  the  Byrd  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee. 

My  reason  for  not  identifying  the  per¬ 
son  who  signed  the  letter  is  that  it  would 
identify  the  area  and,  perhaps,  the  case. 
As  I  previously  stated,  there  are  indict¬ 
ments  pending  in  the  courts  in  this  case, 
and  I  do  nqt  want  to  jeopardize  any  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  courts.  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  is  welcome  to  read  the 
letter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  I  understand,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  speaking  with 
reference  to  abuses  under  section  608 
of  the  act? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
member  that  I  spoke  on  that  subject  and 
was  successful  in  getting  amendments 
agreed  to  in  1951  which  checked  some  of 
the  abuses. 
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I  shbuld  like  to  ask  the  Senator  this 
question;  Was  Commissioner  Hollyday 
dismissed  because  of  abuses  which  oc¬ 
curred  under  section  608,  or  was  he  dis¬ 
missed  in  connection  with  abuses  occur¬ 
ring  under  title  I? 

Mr.  wtt.t.ta'MS.  I  suggest  that  the 
Senator  address,  that  question  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  Per¬ 
sonally  I  think  the  President  should  be 
commended  for  his  prompt  action.  I 
am  discussing  the  situation  as  it  relates 
to  what  I  consider  to-  be  highly  ir¬ 
regular  transactions  in  the  FHA.  They 
have  been  referred  not  only  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  but  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress,  and  I  do.  not  want 
to  get  involved  with  the  question  of 
which  administration  is  responsible.  I 
think  what  we  should  do  is  to  let  the  rec¬ 
ord  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  further  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
there  have  been  many  recent  cases  of 
abuses  in  connection  with  FHA  loans? 
In  February  I  invited  the  attention  of 
Mr.  Hollyday  to  90  cases  of  abuses  in 
Illinois.  We  do  not  want  to  cover  up — 
and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  not  doing  that — the  current 
abuses  by  going  back  to  section  608. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  means  to  prejudge  my  state¬ 
ment,  but  if  he  will  allow  me  to  finish  it, 
the  next  question  which  I  shall  take  up 
is  one  which  is  current.  I  do  not  think 
we  want  to  exclude  any  of  the  informa¬ 
tion.  I  am  making  a  report  which  had 
been  prepared  for  delivery  before  the 
recent  announcement  this  week.  I  think 
when  this  case  has  been  explored 
thoroughly,  the  American  people  will  be 
able  to  judge  who  is  responsible,  re¬ 
gardless  of  where  the  chips  may  fall. 

I  am  not  pointing  out  this  case  merely 
on  the  basis  that  it  happened  prior  to 
this  administration.  The  next  one  I 
shall  take  up  is  one  having  reference  to 
correspondence  in  1953;  and  I  think  I 
have  some  in  1954. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  important  that 
we  take  these  matters  up  as  we  go  along. 
The  Senator  will  remember  that  I  foughy 
as  strenuously  as  did  anyone  on  the 
floor  to  remove  abuses  under  section  608, 
but  I  do  not  want  to  have  the  impression 
go  out  that  section  608  abuses  are  the 
only  ones  under  FHA,  and  I  do  r^sit  want 
the  impression  to  go  out  that  thbre  have 
not  been  abuses  under  title  I' 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  further 
yield?  > 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No ;  J-may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  if  he  will  stay 
and  listen,  I  shall  talk  about  abuses  un¬ 
der  other  sections  ojithe  law,  but  I  can¬ 
not  do  it  by  yielding. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  a 
brief  statement? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  I  attended  a  meeting  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  this 
morning.  The  Senator  from  Delaware 
is  familiar  with  the  fact  that  I  know 
something  of  what  has  happened.  I  wish 
to  speak  in  justice  to  the  chairman  of  the 
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committee,  the  distinguished  Senator  cause  it  is  hard  to  separate  the  \o&q/ 
from  Indiana  TMr.  Capehart],  who  is  simply  by  speaking  of  one  kind  or  the 


not  now  present.  We  all  know  of  what 
he,  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  and  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  have  done.  We  know 
of  their  cooperation. 

I  am  hopeful,  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  indicated  he  is,  that  ap¬ 
propriate  action  will  be  taken,  let  the 
chips  fall  where  they  may.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  that  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  the  Senator  from  Virginia, 
the  Senator  from  Indiana,  and  all  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  wish  to  do. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  All  of  these  partic¬ 
ulars,  in  their  completeness,  will  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  committee  of  which  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  and  the 
Senator  from  Hlinois  are  members.  I 
am  certain  the  matters  will  be  fully  ex¬ 
plored,  without  any  regard  as  to  when 
they  might  have  happened,  and  that,  in 
Sthe  end  result,  we  shall  be  able  to  deter¬ 
mine  who  is  responsible 


other.  In  many  instances  the  ^ftme 
home  buyer  obtained  a  VA  loan  aftd  an 
FHA  loan  jointly.  I  ran  into  that' situa¬ 
tion  so  many  times  that  in  speaking  of  it 
I  shall  speak  about  both. 

I  shall  first  direct  my  remarks  to  the 
situation  in  connection  yrlth  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration,  because  it  seems 
that  so  many  of  the  complaints  go  back 
to  the  high  appraisals'  which  are  given 
to  the  homes  after  they  are  constructed. 
I  was  advised  uncj^r  date  of  December 
11,  1953,  that  the  policy  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  was  as  follows: 

I  am  pleased/to  enclose  a  copy  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  Technical  Bulletin 
4A-111,  entitled  "Control  of  Fees  and  Assign¬ 
ments  to  designated  Appraisers  and  Com¬ 
pliance  Inspectors.”  This  will  supply  you 
with  much  of  the  information  sought  in  your 
letter  of  December  2,  1953. 

You  will  note  from  this  enclosure  that 
there  are  restrictions  as  to  the  amount  fee 
appraisers  and  inspectors  can  receive  from 


_  ,the  Veterans’  Administration  assignments. 

To  return  briefly  to  the  outline  of  this  11116  celling  on  the  aggregate  fees  permitted 
w .  -  ...  -  ...  r-  is  $1,000  per  month  and  is  applicable  to  all 

offices  of  the  Veterans'  Administration. 


particular  case,  as  I  said  before  it  in¬ 
volved  7  different  loans  by  1  contractor, 
aggregating  approximately  $7  million. 
As  of  today,  4  of  the  loans  are  under 
foreclosure;  3  of  them  are  cunrent  in 
their  payments. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  one  of 
them  was  foreclosed  on  the' date  when 
the  contractor  received  his  seventh  loan. 
I  suppose  he  was  handed  the  notice  at 
the  same  time. 

As  I  have  said  earlier,  there  is  no  indi¬ 
cation  anywhere,  that  the  department 
was  in  the  least  bit  interested  when  the 
situation  was  called  to"  their  attention 
on  repeated  occasions  during  the  last  3 
years.  J  V 

I  might  say  that  I  have  correspond¬ 
ence  calling  this  particular  case  to  the 
attention  of  the  previous  administration, 
as  well  as  to  the  present  administration; 
howevei,  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  there  are  indictments. 

I/think  it  might  be  well  to  point  <J\jt 
that  the  recipient  of  these  seven  loans 
boasted  of  the  fact  that  he  contributed, 
only  a  few  weeks  prior  to  the  first  loan, 
$25,000  to  the  Democratic  campaign  in 
1948.  I  think  that  fact  should  be  made 
a  matter  of  record,  because  the  fellow 
was  so  proud  of  it  and  boasted  about  it 
throughout  the  campaign. 

I  now  wish  to  speak  briefly  about  an¬ 
other  phase  of  the  situation,  namely,  the 
loans  made  to  the  individual  home- 
owners. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  know  whether  or  not  the  same 
individual  also  contributed  to  the  Re¬ 
publican  campaign  fund,  since  that  is 
usually  what  persons  of  that  type  do? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  speaking  only 
from  the  record.  If  anyone  has  addi¬ 
tional  information  I  will  be  glad  to  have 
it  included.  He  referred  only  to  the  one 
contribution  to  the  Truman  campaign  of 
1948. 

I  now  wish  to  refer  to  loans  made  to 
individual  owners  under  the  FHA  and 
the  Veterans’  Administration,  as  well,  be- 


Continuing,  they  said: 

Nothing  prohibits  a  qualified  individual 
from  serving  as  both  appraiser  and  inspec¬ 
tor.  His  combined  fees  would  apply  toward 
the  maximum  established  ceiling.  Com¬ 
bined  fees  for  both  activities  may  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $1,000  per  month. 

I  might  say,  in  explanation,  that  the 
fees  are  based  upon  $5  per  inspection. 
As  the  inspectors  go  around  and  inspect 
various  homes,  they  charge  $5  for  each 
inspection,  which  is  passed  on  to  and  is 
paid  by  the  home  buyer.  So  in  each  in¬ 
stance.  the  fee  is  paid  by  the  veteran 
himself. 

After  receiving  that  letter,  I  called  to 
the  attention  of  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration  the  fact  that  there  were  per¬ 
sons  serving  in  inspection  and  appraisal 
capacities  who  were  at  that  time  making 
as  much  as  $2,500  a  month  under  the 
ruling. 

I  shall  outline  one  case.  It  is  the  most 
.  glaring  case,  but  it  is  not  the  only  case 
I  could  cite,  in  which  an  inspector’s  earn¬ 
ings  exceeded  $1,000  a  month.  Lest  an 
attempt  be  made  to  explain  it  by  saying 
that- the  persons  were  working  on  an 
average  basis,  that  in  some  months  the 
payments  were  high,  and  that  in  the 
next  month  they  were  below,  I  wish  to 
point  outf'^that  I  have  figures  covering 
the  earning  of  one  individual,  which 
show  the  following: 

During  a  2-j?$ar  period,  this  individual 
exceeded  his  monthly  limitation  13 
times,  the  range-of  his  earnings  being 
as  follows:  \ 

December  1951,  $£,491.60:  June  1952, 
$1,472;  July  1952,  $1*92;  August  1952, 
$1,777.30;  September  "U952,  $1,290.15; 
October  1952,  $1,279.65;  November  1952, 
$1,130;  February  1953,  $1*119.20;  No¬ 
vember  1953,  $1,234.50;  NMay  1953, 

$1,133.85;  August  1953,  $1,18^.50;  Sep¬ 
tember  1953,  $1,214.60;  Octokjer  1953, 
$1,540. 

That  particular  individual  is  working 
at  the  Veterans’  Administration  in ’Wil¬ 
mington,  Del.  I  thought  I  might  as  well 
cite  an  instance  in  my  home  State.  But 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  14, 1954 

Mr.  Dondero  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  considered  and 

agreed  to 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the  Senate 

2  concurring),  That  in  the  enrollment  of  the  hill  (H.  R.  8127) 

3  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap- 

4  proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
5-  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 

6  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Clerk 

7  of  the  House  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  the  following 

8  correction : 

9  In  section  13  of  the  bill  strike  out  “The  Commissioner  of 

10  Public  Roads”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “The  Secretary  of 

11  Commerce”. 
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Public  Law  350  -  83d  Congress 
Chapter  181  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  8127 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916 

(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations 

for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows :  _  _ _ _ 

(a)  $315,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system. 

(b)  $210,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system. 

(c)  $175,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects  on  approved  extensions  of  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  system  within  urban  areas. 

The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  for  each  fiscal  year,  respectively, 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in 
section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  Decem¬ 
ber  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provision  of  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years 
after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized, 
and  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end 
of  such  period  shall  lapse :  Provided ,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered 
by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act:  Provided 
further ,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter 
apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of 
any  State,  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and 
construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and 
approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  department 
setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects 
are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  such  State  appli¬ 
cable  to  projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him :  Provided  further, 
That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and 
procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  section 
1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950:  Provided  further, 
That  nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing  provisos  shall  be  construed  to 
relieve  any  State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to 
maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obliga¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  .system  or  the  loca¬ 
tion  6f  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after  construction 
of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate- showing  of  the  estimated 
and  actual  cost  of  construction  of  each  project :  Provided  further,  That 
not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  State 
under  subparagraphs  (a),  (b),  or  (c)  of  this  section  may  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  subparagraph  to  the  appor¬ 
tionment  under  either  of  the  other  subparagraphs :  Provided  further, 


Federal-Aid  High¬ 
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23  USC  9a  note. 
Appropriation, 
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highways. 


58  Stat.  842. 
23  USC  60. 


Apportionment, 


Federal  share. 


Forest,  roads. 
23  USC  23. 


That  such  transfer  is  requested  by  the  State  highway  department  and 
is  approved  by  the  Governor  of  said  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  as  being  in  the  public  interest:  Provided  further ,  That  the  total 
of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase  the  original  apportionment  under 
any  subparagraph  by  more  than  10  per  centum :  Provided  further , 
That  the  transfers  hereinabove  permitted  for  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  June  30, 
1957,  shall  likewise  be  permitted  on  the  same  basis  for  funds  heretofore 
or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  prior  or  subsequent 
fiscal  year:  And  provided  further ,  That  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  the  last 
proviso  to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944.  _ _ 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tun¬ 
nels,  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways,  including  exten¬ 
sions  thereof  through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  / 
Stat.  838) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  V 
sum  of  $175,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like 
additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957.  The  sum 
herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
several  States  in  the  following  manner :  one-half  in  the  ratio  which  the 
population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States, 
as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census:  Provided ,  That  no 
State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  money 
so  apportioned ;  and  one-half  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  for 
apportionment  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system :  Provided 
further ,  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on 
the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  provided  for  by  funds 
made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  increased 
to  60  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage  of  the  re¬ 
maining  40  per  centum  of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands, 
individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such  lands  in 
such  State  is  of  its  total  area. 

(b)  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years 
after  the  close  of  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized : 
Provided ,  That  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  be  expended  upon  execu¬ 
tion  of  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  under  this  section. 

(c)  Any  amount  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  unexpended  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which  it  is 
available  for  expenditure  under  the  terms  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  lapse. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest 
highways  the  sum  of  $22,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $24,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957:  Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed 
construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of 
construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity 
for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability 
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and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  shall  also  be  available  for  vehicular  parking  areas :  Provided 
further,  That  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure 
in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 
provision  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement 
of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 
monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach  roads  author-/ 
ized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Star.  1053),  as  amended, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  park¬ 
ways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested 
in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $11,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access 
to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957 : 
Provided ,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges 
constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before 
any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  10  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  un¬ 
reserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal 
reservations  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Sec.  6.  Any  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1955, 
or  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands 
highways  shall  be  immediately  available  for  contract:  Provided,  That 
any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  for  which  authorized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby 
granted  authority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  such  authorizations  and  his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be 
deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
payment  of  the  cost  thereof  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  when  so  obligated. 

Sec.  7.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  Central 
American  Republics  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way”,  approved  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat.  860),  as  amended  by 
section  11  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved 
September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum 
of  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum 
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for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to  and  including  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  enable  the 
United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  Governments  of  the  American 
Republics  situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the  Governments 
of  the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras, 
Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  completion  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the 
aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  with¬ 
out  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be 
expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or 
countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  5 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  158),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State,  in 
addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for  completing^ 
the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  with  the  vj 
Republic  of  Nicaragua :  Provided ,  That  the  survey  and  construction 
work  authorized  by  the  said  section  5  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  9.  In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consideration  is  given  to  civil 
defense  aspects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  highways  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  consult,  from  time  to  time, 
with  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the  civil  de¬ 
fense  aspects  of  highways  so  constructed  or  reconstructed. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  in  his  discre¬ 
tion  to  engage  in  research  on  all  phases  of  highway  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  modernization,  development,  design,  maintenance,  safety, 
financing,  and  traffic  conditions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State 
laws,  and  is  authorized  to  test,  develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and 
developing  of  any  material,  invention,  patented  article,  or  process. 
The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  authority  granted  hereby,  either  in¬ 
dependently,  or  in  cooperation  with  any  other  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  State  agency,  authority,  association,  institution,  corporation 
( profit  or  nonprofit) ,  or  any  other  organization,  or  person.  The  funds 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  taken 
out  of  the  administrative  and  research  funds  authorized  by  section  21  - 

of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended.  The  pro-  ( 
visions  of  section  3?09  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (41  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  5)  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  contracts  or  agreements  made  under  the  authority 
of  this  suDsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  highway  research  program 
herein  authorized  studies  of  economic  highway  geometries,  structures, 
and  desirable  weight  and  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public 
highways  and  of  the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in  State  regulations 
with  respect  to  such  standards,  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  time 
to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  progress  and  findings  with  respect  to  such 
studies. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  hereby  directed  to  make  a 
study  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
parties  in  interest  relative  to  the  problems  posed  by  necessary  reloca¬ 
tion  apd  reconstruction  of  public  utilities  services  resulting  from  high¬ 
way  improvements  authorized  under  this  Act.  Among  other  things, 
such  a  study  shall  include  a  review  and  financial  analysis  of  existing 
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relationships  between  the  State  highway  departments  and  affected 
utilities  of  all  types,  and  a  review  of  the  various  State  statutes  regu¬ 
lating  existing  relationships,  to  the  end  that  a  full  and  informative 
report  may  be  made  to  the  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  Report, 
of  the  United  States  not  later  than  February  1,  1955. 

Seo.  12.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  not  later  than  December  31, 1954,  a  suggested  bin  • 
draft  of  a  bill  or  bills  for  a  Federal  Highway  Act,  which  will  include 
such  provisions  of  existing  law,  and  such  changed  or  new  provisions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  advisable.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  Report, 
report  commenting  on  the  draft  of  bill  or  bills,  which  shall  include! 
specific  reference  to  each  change  in,  or  omission  of,  any  provision  of  \-8— 
existing  law.  68  stat* 

Seo.  13.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  Highway  finano- 
make  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  phases  of  highway  financing,  in&>  study, 
including  a  study  of  the  costs  of  completing  the  several  systems  of 
highways  in  the  several  States  and  of  the  progress  and  feasibility  of 
^)toll  roads  with  particular  attention  to  the  possible  effects  of  such  toll 
'roads  upon  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs,  and  coordination 
thereof,  and  to  make  a  report  of  his  findings  including  recommenda-  Report, 
tions  with  respect  to  Federal  participation  in  toll  roads,  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  February  1,  1955:  Provided , 

That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  from  funds  available  for  administrative 
expenses  shall  be  expended  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  14.  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  interstate  planning  and  Great  River 
coordination  of  a  continuous  Great  River  Road  and  appurtenances  Road, 
thereto  traversing  the  Mississippi  Valley  from  Canada  to  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  in  general  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Road  Act  of  July  11,  1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  with  39  stat.  355. 
the  recommended  plan  set  forth  in  the  joint  report  submitted  to  the  23  use  9a  note. 
Congress  November  28,  1951,  by  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and 
Interior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  24,  1949  (Public  Law  262, 

Eighty-first  Congress),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  by  63  Stat.  626. 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  from  general  administrative  funds  not  to 
exceed  $250,000;  the  amount  expended  under  this  section  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  ten  States  bordering  the  Mississippi  River  in 
proportion  to  the  amount  allocated  by  these  respective  States  for  the 
improvement  and  extension  of  existing  sections  of  this  highway 
project  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  cooperation 
with  other  puolic  agencies  concerned  therewith. 

Sec.  15.  The  term  “highway”,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  "Highway." 
Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  and  23  use  2. 
supplemented,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  “tunnels”. 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  approve  as  a  part  of  the  Urban  area 
Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extensions  through  urban  areas,  con-  extensions, 
necting  points  on  that  system,  provided  that  Federal  participation 
in  projects  on  such  extensions  shall  be  limited  to  urban  funds. 

Sec.  17.  (a)  Highway  construction  work  performed  in  pursuance  Contraots,  etc. 
of  agreements  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any  State  high¬ 
way  department  which  requires  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  which  is  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  funds  authorized 
under  this  or  succeeding  Acts,  shall  be  performed  by  contract  awarded 
by  competitive  bidding  under  such  procedures  as  may  by  regulations 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  affirmatively  find  that,  under  the  circumstances  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  given  project,  some  other  method  is  in  the  public  interest. 

All  such  findings  shall  be  reported  promptly  in  writing  to  the  Report. 
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Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

(b)  In  any  case  in  which  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
of  any  contract  for  such  highway  construction  work  is  required,  the 
Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  precedent  to  such  approval  a 
sworn  statement  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  person,  firm,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  corporation  to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be  awarded,  certifying 
68  stat.  75.  that  such  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  has  not,  either 

68  stat.  76. \  directly  or  indirectly,  entered  into  any  agreement,  participated  in  any 

\  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any  action  in  restraint  of  free  competi- 
\  five  bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

62  stat.  753.  Sec.  l8.  section  1020  of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 


23  use  9a  note. 


23  USC  60-63, 
21,  23o,  3a 
note, 

16  USC  8b. 


Separability. 


Effeotive  date. 
Conneotiout. 


“§  1020.  Highway  projects 

“Whoever,  being  an  officer,  agent,  or  employee  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  any  State  or  Territory,  or  whoever,  whether  a  person,  association, 
firm,  or  corporation,  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false  repre¬ 
sentation,  or  false  report  as  to  the  character,  quality,  quantity,  or  co^J 
of  the  material  used  or  to  be  used,  or  the  quantity  or  quality  of  th«J 
work  performed  or  to  be  performed,  or  the  costs  thereof  in  connection 
with  the  submission  of  plans,  maps,  specifications,  contracts,  or  costs 
of  construction  of  any  highway  or  related  project  submitted  for 
approval  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce ;  or 

“Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement,  false  representa¬ 
tion,  false  report,  or  false  claim  with  respect  to  the  character,  quality, 
quantity,  or  cost  of  any  work  performed  or  to  be  performed,  or 
materials  furnished  or  to  be  furnished,  in  connection  with  the  com 
struetion  of  any  highway  or  related  project  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce;  or 

“Whoever  knowingly  makes  any  false  statement  or  false  representa¬ 
tion  as  to  a  material  fact  in  any  statement,  certificate,  or  report  sub¬ 
mitted  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

“Shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than 
five  years,  or  both.” 

Sec.  19.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20, 1944  (58  Stat.  838)  ;  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105)  ;  and  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  approved  September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  785) ; 
and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952,  approved  June  25,  1952r 
(66  Stat.  158),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  fordj 
and  effect. 

Sec.  20.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of  this  Act  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid, 
the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  application  of  such  section,  subsec¬ 
tion,  or  other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 

Sec.  21.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect 
on  its  passage. 

Sec.  22.  (a)  That  all  Federal-aid  road  funds  heretofore  paid  on  the 
section  of  Federal-Aid  Primary  Route  Numbered  39  included  in  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  project  UI-147  in  the  State  of  Connecticut,  which  section  is  to 
be  made  a  part  of  a  highway  from  the  New  York  State  line  at  Green¬ 
wich  to  the  Rhode  Island  State  line  at  Killingly,  planned  as  an  ex¬ 
pressway  authorized  by  chapter  107,  part  IV,  General  Statutes  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  1953  Supplement,  shall,  prior  to  the  collection  of  any  tolls  on 
said  section,  be  repaid  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
amount  so  repaid  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation 
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for  Federal-aid  highways.  At  the  time  of  such  repayment,  the  project 
agreement  with  respect  to  said  Federal-aid  project  UI-147  shall  be 
cancelled.  Any  amount  so  repaid,  together  with  the  unpaid  balance  of 
any  amount  programed  for  expenditure  on  said  project,  shall  be  cred¬ 
ited  to  the  unprogramed  balance  of  Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the 
same  class  last  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Connecticut.  The  amount 
so  credited  shall  be  in  addition  to  all  other  funds  then  apportioned  to 
said  State  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  now  or 

hereafter  amended  and  supplemented.  _ ^  _ 

(b)  By  virtue  of  the  design  and  plan  of  said  highway  in  relation  to 
the  three  sections  of  Federal-Aid  Primary  Route  Numbered  1  included 
in  Federal-aid  projects  UI-29,  UI-64,  and  FI-145,  which  permit 
unrestricted  use  of  said  sections  without  payment  of  tolls,  it  is  hereby 
declared  that  the  incorporation  of  said  sections  into  said  highway 
will  not  violate  any  provision  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  or  any  regulation  thereunder.  If  at  any 
pstime  the  highway  commissioner  of  the  State  of  Connecticut  shall 
determine  to  impose  tolls  upon  or  for  the  use  of  any  one  or  more  of 
said  sections,  all  Federal-aid  road  funds  theretofore  paid  or  pro¬ 
gramed  for  expenditure  on  such  section  or  sections  upon  which  tolls 
are  to  be  imposed,  shall  be  transferred  for  programing  and  expendi¬ 
ture  in  cooperation  with  the  Connecticut  State  Highway  Department 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  now  or 
ereafter  amended  and  supplemented.  At  the  time  of  such  transfer, 
the  project  agreement  with  respect  to  the  project  for  which  the  funds 
are  transferred  shall  be  canceled.  Upon  such  cancellation,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  credit  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  of  such  project  agreement  to  the  unprogramed  balance 
of  Federal-aid  road  funds  of  the  same  class  last  apportioned  to  the 
State  of  Connecticut.  The  amount  so  credited  shall  be  in  addition  to 
all  other  funds  then  apportioned  to  said  State  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Federal 
Highway  Act,  as  now  or  hereafter  amended  and  supplemented.  In 
lieu  of  the  transfer  thereof,  the  highway  commissioner  of  the  State  of 
Connecticut  may  repay  the  Federal-aid  road  funds  paid  on  any  such 
section  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  is  provided  with 
respect  to  the  repayment  of  Federal-aid  road  funds  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

(c)  Upon  the  repayment  or  transfer  of  Federal-aid  road  funds,  as 
lereinbefore  provided,  any  such  section  or  sections  included  in  the 
project  with  respect  to  which  such  repayment  or  transfer  is  made, 
shall  become  and  be  free  from  any  and  all  restrictions  contained  in 
said  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  or  any 
regulation  thereunder,  with  respect  to  the  imposition  and  collection  of 
tolls  or  other  charges  thereon  or  for  the  use  thereof. 

Sec.  23.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1954”. 

Approved  May  6,  1954. 


23  USC  1  note. 
68  Stat.  76, 

68  Stat.  77. 


Short  title. 
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